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INTRODUCTION 
A.M. Babu 


Here is a vigorous, sometimes too vigorous, discussion on what are probably the 
most burning questions of the day — imperialism, finance capital, monopoly 
capitalism, neo-colonialism, and classes in the neo-colonies. 

For the most part these questions have either been ignored in Africa or subjected 
to a rather simplistic and therefore misleading investigation by the opinion leaders 
who have themselves already developed vested interests in neo-colonialism and the 
status quo. For let it be said at once that the advocates of “third worldism” have 
now become shameless apologists of neo-colonialism which 1s a direct offspring of 
the dominance of finance capital in the entire capitalist world, developed and 
underdeveloped. 

It is heartening that this excellent discussion by some of the finest brains in East 
Africa should have occurred at this moment when all of us need a clearer 
understanding of what is taking place under our very noses. Significant changes in 
our societies are occurring now and it needs a clear analysis which subjects them to 
serious scrutiny in order to bring out into the open their underlying causes and 
tendencies. 

This is what these essays have succeeded in doing. Social change, like changes in 
the human body, occur slowly and unseen until they reach their maturity and reveal 
themselves with a bang. This maturation is known as the aggregate of objective 
conditions or, to use modern Marxist parlance, the conjuncture. Marxism is first of 
all about understanding these changes by observing them in their nascent form and 
to prepare ourselves for organising subjective initiative to coincide with the 
conjuncture, for the second task of Marxism is to change the world. 

These essays are showing us these invisible changes through a penetrating 
analysis employing the well-tried and tested methodology of dialectical and 
historical materialism. This is the most reliable way of uncovering the hidden links 
that tie together the seemingly unrelated phenomena and thereby helps us to see 
reality as it exists in the real world. 

Dialectical materialism which was first discovered and utilized by Marx and 
Engels in their investigations and studies has proved itself to be the only philosophy 
that answered al] the questions which troubled orthodox philosophy throughout 
history, especially the most fundamental and critical question: what is the law of the 
motion and development of the universe? The correct answer to this question has 
developed into the Marxist philosophy. 

This philosophy has discovered the most cardinal law which guides all objective 
life; ie., the law of the unity of opposites. According to this universal law all 
objective things have two opposite tendencies which are independent and at the 
same time struggle against each other. This unity and struggle determines the life of 
things and pushes their development forward. This law, consequently, is the 
Marxist world outlook as well as methodology. Marx himself made all his 
important discoveries by utilizing this methodology. In discussing these important 
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through struggle and leaps. It showed the evolution of the working class from being a 
class-in-itself, i.e., the original identity of the hidden, underdeveloped conditions 
within things, to that of a class-for-itself, i.e., the coming into the open of the 
distinction and separation of these hidden and latent elements which is the starting 
point of their struggle and contradiction. . 

Prior to Marx the basis of philosophy was the formal logical method but this 
proved to be totally inadequate and unsatisfactory as a way of understanding the 
real world. As a rule we formulate our language logically but the real, objective 
world does not behave logically. This important fact was overlooked, sometimes 
deliberately, by orthodox philosophy and resulted in confusing language with 
reality. Herein lies their problem of understanding the world clearly. This is the first 
point to remember in reading these essays. 

The second point worth remembering is that as Marxism sees process and 
development through the struggle of opposites and contradictory forces it traces 
decisive historical conflicts and changes to roots in the mode of production. These 
are known as the class struggles. Behind these struggles lie the essential economic 
relations. These are the most important elements which are isolated and analysed 
through abstraction. Earlier philosophers could not see the economic basis of 
contradictions and they resorted to logical illusions of the illogical world. 

Thus contradictions, class struggle, modes of production, the economic base and 
its superstructure are the stuff of Marxist investigation and analysis. These are the 
substance of the essays contained in this volume. 

The theme of the essays can probably be broken down to four main subthemes: 
classes in the neo-colonies; imperialism and the national question; the relationship 
between the economic base and the superstructure; and neo-colonialism. 

In an introduction of this nature it is impossible to deal with each of the points 
raised or with each writer’s position. To attempt to do tiat will re quire a whole new 


book. Thus only major issues will be dealt with, those which are likely to be of more 
practical value in our on-going struggle. 


CLASSES IN NEO-COLONIES 


There seems to be some misunderstanding on the question of the national 


bourgeoisie One wri : 
‘ iter (T andon?) argues th i i i n 
; : at there is no na ona bourgeolsi¢ ! 
neo-colonies because under the im a 


nati : perialist world order they cannot accomplish th¢ 

hs i erences due to the dominance of monopoly capital and their 
ie eeere the argument co tiona 

bourgeoisie with its capacity to le iusesrtihe centaterice of the 2 


ad or accomplish nati Jution. 
Th. ata plish national bourgeois revolU 
at they exist there is no doubt. Their capital is “national” in ihe sense that it has 


been accumulated withi 
In th ) e 
surplus value generated © neo-colony concerned and it continued to approPp!! 


by tk | , 
manufacturers, etc, y the workers under its employment, e.g., small soaP 


Distincti 
inction must be made between these small (not petty) and the 


at. eee aes Geel el ke 


oS) 


bourgeoisie. The latter, like Madhvanis in East Africa, of course, derive the capital 
from, and it is therefore linked and tied to, imperialist finance capital. The small 
bourgeoisie has contradictions with imperialism because it impedes its expansion. 
The big bourgeoisie on the other hand is in harmony with imperialism because it is 
its final recourse. But neither of them can accomplish the national bourgeois 
revolution because, in the former case, it functions in the wrong historical epoch, and 
in the latter case it is subservient to imperialist finance capital and consequently it 
cannot revolt against itself. Historically, the bourgeoisie is a dying force. 

Our small national bourgeoisie is not the same class as the petty bourgeoisie 
because of respective position in production, and this position is not determined by 
wealth. A petty-bourgeois, say a successful auctioneer, may be wealthier than a 
small manufacturer but because of his position in production 1.¢. appropriating no 
direct surplus value, the former will still remain petty-bourgeois and the latter full 
bourgeois. Wealth is not a Marxist criterion of class. | 

Again it is important to distinguish between the existence of the national 
bourgeoisie and the national capital in the neo-colonies. National capital is the 
capital which constitutes the basis of the political economy ofacountry. In the neo- 
colony this capital, through loans, grants, aid, foreign investments, etc. is a part of 
imperialist finance capital and to that extent it is not national. 

If, say, a national marketing board or a milling corporation borrows from the 
World Bank to purchase agricultural commodities from the peasants the board or 
the corporation becomes an agent of imperialist finance capital by introducing it 
into the country. 

The entire business operations of the board or corporation is thus subjected to 
finance capital. It appropriates surplus value in milling, ginning, textile mills, etc. 
on behalf of finance capital and it plunders peasants commodities through 
“exchange” on behalf of that same capital. This capital is not national; it isa part of 
the imperialist finance capital. 

Our small national bourgeois, on the other hand, can conduct his business with 
or without recourse to this capital. An ex-colony which cuts off links with the capitalist 
world order, as in North Korea, China, or Vietnam, can still have a role for its 
national bourgeoisie although it cannot play a leading revolutionary one as did its 
counterpart before the October Revolution. Its non-revolutionary role in this case 
is not due to its being subservient to the imperialist finance capital but because this 
is no longer the epoch of the bourgeisie; this is the epoch of the proletariat. 

There are thus two types of the national bourgeoisie: the smail one which 
generates and accumulates capital without recourse to finance capital; and the big 
bourgeoisie whose capital is part of imperialist finance capital. This bourgeoisie 
must not be confused with the comprador capitalist who is exclusively in the service 
of, and an agent for imperialist finance capital and cannot survive after cutting off 
links with imperialism. 

Analysis of classes in the neo-colonies is one of the most difficult studies in 
Marxism and it is thus no accident that most of the discussions in these essays are 
centred on the subject. African countries were annexed to European capitalist 
economy and they have evolved in a specific, historically determined way, in a 
definite mode of production which serves external interests. 

Their economies have been penetrated by external capital from metropolitan 
economies and they suffer the pernicious subordination to those markets which 
siphon off their economic surpluses leaving hardly anything for internal 
accumulation. In a normal, non-colonial development, accumulation of capital 
leads to a situation where one class becomes economically dominant and 
constitutes the “civil society”. Its economic strength leads it naturally, either by 
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were the intellectuals of mostly peasant origin-son of a chief, of a parish pastor, o 
a rural school teacher, of a successful rich peasant — and their economic and social 
base, i.¢., class origin, is consequently peasant. How then does this ruling stratum 
constitute a class independent of the peasantry? Obviously there is a problem here. 

In countries where the land is privately owned and the peasants are already 
involved incommercial, or commodity production class struggle develops between 
the peasants and the landlords. The peasants are forced to pay incash or inkind for 
the use of the means of production — the land — which has been appropriated by 
the landlord. Here we can see the essential but conflicting economic relations 
between the peasant and the landlord, the latter exploiting the former through his 
ownership of the means of production. 

In the least developed countries where the vast majority of the peasants are not 
involved in commodity production and have not yet developed independent class 
interest the struggle may appear in individual form. For the vast majority the 
struggle is against nature because the peasants are still in the “realm of necessity.” 
The struggle here is for survival and not yet for conflicting commercial, i.e. 
economic interests. 

Where the land is communally owned, even if the peasants have advanced 
sufficiently to be involved in commodity production, their struggle will not be over 
the means of production because the landlord Class does not exist. In this situation 
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these the “bureaucratic bourgeoisie”. 

Other comrades, Nabudere and others, reject this proposition and say that since 
these managers of neo-colonies are nothing but agents of imperialist finance capital 
they cannot constitute an independent ciass, and that the economically dominant 
class still remains the world bourgeoisie. Here again the question arises: can there 
be an international ruling class, a class outside the nation-state? 

There are difficulties in accepting either of these propositions. To accept the first 
one is to accept the logical rather than dialectical standpoint. We have seen above 
that classes are first formed at the economic level, the “civil society”, before they 
reach the state level. To assume otherwise is to put Marxism upside down. We shall 
return to this problem when we discuss the relationship between the economic base 
and the superstructure. 

The second proposition is also difficult to accept. The proletariat cannot lead the 
revolution against an unseen, abstract “international ruling class.” It must have an 
identifiable, local and existing class to marshal its forces against. 


IMPERIALISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


On this extremely important subject too, there seems to be some misunderstanding. 
Do our countries constitute a nation in the Marxian sense? Stalin’s famous 
definition of a nation is that a nation is a “historically constituted, stable 
community of people, formed on the basis of a common language, territory, 
economic life, and psychological make-up manifested in a common culture.” 

For historically determined reasons African nationalism comprises more than 
the above definition. In Asia there is no Asian nationalism: there is Chinese 
nationalism, Vietnamese, Japanese, Indian, Iranian nationalism, etc. There is no 
European nationalism either, only French, British, German, etc. In the US there are 
nationalisms within the artificial US nationalism. 

In Africa, on the other hand, there is no Nigerian, Kenyan, or Tanzanian 
nationalism; they are subordinated to the stronger and more overriding 
one— African nationalism. 

The reason is clear. Unlike any other continent, an African wherever he or she 
may be is categorized by his or her Africanness, his or her colour. This peculiarity 
has not been introduced by the Africans themselves but it has been imposed on 
them by the long and terrible recent history of slavery, the color-bar, segregation 
and now apartheid. It is part of an African’s conscience, his psychology, his 
identity. We constitute a “nation” not by territory or common language but by our 
physical characteristics. That is why, unlike Pan-Helenism, Pan-Slavakism before 
it, Pan-Africanism has a much stronger appeal to all black people of African 
descent the world over. 

The discussion on the subject in these essays is about the economies and politics 
of separate nation-states and consequently it is not comprehensive enough to 
include the currently most burning question of African nationalism. Practically all 
the contributors of these essays seem to be aware of this question but none seems to 
be prepared to discuss it at length. The reason is obvious: Marxist politics is about 
the class struggle; its economics is about social relations of production; there is no 
room for nationalism. The national question is discussed as a part of the general 
problem of the proletarian revolution, as a part of the problem of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. Herein lies the difficulty which Marxists are confronted with in 
dealing with the phenomenon of African nationalism. 

Some comrades, Nabudere and others, argue that since our countries are 
dominated by imperialist finance capital they do not constitute separate political 
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Here we see nationalism as the preponderant consideration in the first case and 
the class struggle within a nation in the second. bie 

Current developments in Africa show one interesting characteristic. Whereas 
African Marxist intellectuals tend to be reluctant to categorize fellow-Africans as 
the enemy, the new generation of African working class tends to be less so inhibited. 
The reason is that in general the intellectuals come from the same stratum as those 
who now comprise the “ruling class”, whether these are in politics or business. They 
share the same background, they went to the same schools, they shared the same 
passion against colonialism and racial oppression, and so on. It is inconceivable for 
the intellectuals to think of them as their enemies, until, perhaps, when they send 
them to detention camps or subject them to personal or political humiliation. 

The gradually emerging African working class and the ubiquitous lumpen 
proletariat, especially the younger generation who have no direct experience of 
colonial oppression, although they are constantly reminded about it by the political 
leaders—in schools, party meetings, etc. -who desperately wish to establish their 
legitimacy, appraise their situation differently. 

It is true that they are not as articulate as the intellectuals but they express their 
disenchantment with their rulers by other means-through action. While their 
industrial action is still at the level of “economism”, being stilla class-in-itself, their 
enthusiastic response to the Master Sergeant Does and Lt. Rawlings speaks louder 
than words. 

In other words it is difficult for an African intellectual to be objective on this 
question and the only valid test as to what is primary in our circumstances between 
anti-imperialism and class antagonism is through the inarticulate expression of the 
working class, and to some extent, the poor peasants, and by the observations of 
those not directly involved in this nationalism. 

In discussing this question in the essays some ambiguity has crept in which needs 
to be clarified. This is in connection with the definition of the “New Democratic 
Revolution”. One gets the impression that some comrades consider any form of a 
united front as new-democratic, provided it is anti-imperialist. To clarify this 
question to the general reader we should bear the following in mind: 


oppression” 
imperialism 
imperialism in the period 0 


New Democracy 


(a) The establishment of the New Democracy does not come prior to but after a 
successful socialist revolution. | 

(b) New Democracy 18 not any kind of united front: it is of a specific kind. It is a 
united front in which the proletariat has already led a successful socialist 
aoa smashed the oppressive State machine, and established its own 
a ane dictatorship In alliance with other oppressed classes an 
_ aationalities” or “national minorities.” This is a prelude to and a first steP 
towards the dictatorship of the proletariat. 


(c) New Democracy 1s a necessary transitional phase only in countries where the 
productive forces have not been fully developed and the existing relations of 
production have not yet become a fetter to their development. In other words, 
in advanced capitalist countries there is no need for New Democracy phase 
after the socialist revolution. 


Anti-Imperialist United Front 


(a) The anti-imperialist united front is not the same thing as New Democracy. 
(b) This united front must be under the leadership of the proletarian party 
otherwise it cannot be revolutionary. 

(c) It is anti-imperialist and its ultimate objective is social revolution, not just 

liberation. 


Thus we have two kinds of united fronts: first, the anti-imperialist united front 
which will lead the struggle to socialist revolutions; and second, the united front 
under the New Democracy which will lead the struggle for laying the foundations of 
socialist construction. It is also anti-imperialist in essence. Both the united fronts 
are under the firm leadership of the proletariat. 

This clarification is important for devising political strategy and tactics, i.e., the 
General Line. 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE ECONOMIC BASE 
AND THE SUPERSTRUCTURE 


This discussion is inevitably linked with the above discussion on classes. 
Does the economic base-the Civil Society —determine the superstructure all the 
time, or does the superstructure —the “political society” or the state—on certain 
occasions determine the base? 
We have seen above the difficulty of resolving this question from the non- 
dialectical standpoint. Many Marxists are not clear on this question and there area 
lot of disagreements around it. Those who support the contention that the 
superstructure does under certain conditions determine the economic base go by 
the authority of Chairman Mao who asserted that “politics” does determine the 
economic base under certain conditions. 
Mao, of course, consistently urged “putting politics in command”, 1.e., the class 
struggle comes first, then economics and finally the superstructure. This is a 
revolutionary strategy whereby in order to win the economic struggle the masses 
must first strive to win the political struggle, establish a proletarian economic base 
after which the abolition of the ideological foundation of feudalism and capitalism, 
i.e., the superstructure will follow as a natural consequence of victory in the 
political and economic struggles. These are the “certain conditions” under which 
politics determine the economic base. : 
Conversely, when revisionism takes over state power ina socialist society they 
depart from the principle of the law of planned and proportional development, re- 
introduce competition and the law of value, and eventually the change in the 
‘superstructure will follow automatically to correspond with the new capitalist 
economic base. This is the process by which capitalist restoration is achieved. It 
does not mean that the proletariat. has changed to capitalist. It only means that 
owing to some mistakes by the proletariat, at party and state levels, the remnants of 
the bourgeoisie have temporarily won an upper hand in the ongoing class struggle 

and seek to establish an economic base which will determine a capitalist 
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superstructure. . | 

However, this is not the same thing as saying that the superstructure can 
determine the economic base. Under our condition of neo-colonialism the 
“bureaucratic bourgeoisie” do not “determine” the economic base, they merely 
carry forward the peasant mode of production to the capitalist relations which is its 
logical destination. Left to itself the peasantry gravitates towards capitalism and 
not socialism; peasants are inherently capitalists. Only proletarian intervention and 
under its leadership can the peasants move towards socialism. ae 

In other words, Mao’s statement is not inconsistent with the dialectical principle 
that the economic base in the final analysis determines the superstructure, and not 
vice versa. 


NEO-COLONIALISM 


Another important issue in these essays is how and why does the gap between 
advanced capitalist countries and neo-colonies continue to widen? Why are these 
neo-colonies permanently subordinated to the capitalist world order? 

We know that this is achieved by the huge transfer of value, i.e. wealth, from the 
neo-colonies to the metropolitan countries. The question is: how is it achieved? Is it 
through “unequal exchange” or through the “exploitation” of the peasants? First let 
us be quite clear that exploitation does not take place at the point of exchange 
because at this level no new value is created — it is only transferred from one party to 
another. It can take the form of legalized looting or plunder which we call “trade”. 
There can never be equal or unequal exchange between commodities of the 
subjugater and the subjugated, and the law of equivalents cannot operate under the 
circumstances. Our exchange with imperialism is not determined by market 
mechanism or by the law of demand and supply, and consequently prices neither 
gravitate towards nor deviate from their value. These laws onerate only within a 

single economy or between economies of more or less equal development where the 
“cost” of labour, or variable capital, roughly correspond. | 

Exploitation takes place only at the level of production where new value is 
created. In our case the developed capitalist countries exploit the surplus value 
created by the workers in mines, industries, as well as by agricultural workers, as 
distinct from commodity producing peasants, in much the same way as they exploit 
“their” workers at home. The cheap labour in neo-colonies helps to create a colossal 
return to the capital So invested. For instance, in developed capitalist countries the 
average return to capital is about 5% while in our countries it ranges from 40% to 
ee a oo eee tech ae Thus the huge transfer of wealth from the 
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vested interest in the ia hi aa Spas oe sn evihave therefore developed. 

to the contrary, y which they are reluctant to change, whatever they say 
There ; . : 

“Ae Plagne Meh ise of local millionaires who benefit from are 

advantage of the economic ah fhe people by their foreign masters; they also take 

are developing “y 40s which the system has brought about. Both groups 


interest is inextr; terial bases for reproducing themselves as a class whose vested 
emricably ‘bound tomeozcolonialisra: 
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We cannot discuss neo-colonialism without touching on the controversial 
question of “three worlds”. Comrades have raised this issue in the essays but for 
some reason they did not go into it in a thoroughgoing way. Are there “three 
worlds” in this world of ours? The Chinese say there are, and they have categorized 
them as follows: First World—the Superpowers i... US and USSR; Second 
World —Eastern and Western Europe, Japan, Canada, Australia, New Zealand; 
and Third World—The rest of us. They have also a thesis to support this division. 

Briefly this thesis is as follows: since the advent of revisionism and capitalist 
restoration in the Soviet Union that country has now become a social-imperialist 
power, as vicious as US imperialism. And because they are new in the game they 
tend to be more ruthless than US imperialism. 

The Soviet Union and the US have devided the world between themselves, each 
having its own hegemony over their respective spheres. They also struggle between 
themselves to expand their respective hegemony at the expense o1 the other. 

Although they struggle between themselves these superpowers unite in their 
world domination. This quest for Soviet/US condominium has created 
contradictions between them on the one hand and the rest of the world on the other. 
In spite of the fact that the Soviet Union and the US respectively share ideological 
affinity with Eastern and Western Europe the national interests of the latter group 
of countries force them to resist condominium. Thus the interests of these European 
countries and Japan-the Second World-resisting superpower hegemony and 
those of the neo-colonies-the Third World-—coincide, although there may be 
secondary contradictions between the Second and Third Worlds. 

Socialists, according to this thesis, must support the national governments in the 
Second and Third Worlds in their objective contradiction with the superpowers 
even if the leaders of some of these countries are despotic, reactionary, and 
repressive, or subjectively pro-imperialists. ; 

This thesis has been elevated to a theory by the Chinese Communist Party since 
the death of Chairman Mao whos said to be the originator of the theory. 

Asa result of pursuing this theory in diplomatic practice the new Chinese leaders 
have often found themselves in some awkward situations, the most dramatic ones 
being Iran and Angola. It has also resulted in China joining the World Bank and 
IMF, the leading organs of imperialist finance capital. All this has created a lot of 
confusion among Marxists the world over. 

For instance, it is impossible for an Iranian Marxist, revisionist or otherwise, to 
support the Shah when the entire population of the country rejected him. It is 
equally impossible for an African Marxist to support Savimbi of Angola who is in 
shameless collusion with the South African fascists to dismember his country. Or to 
support Mobutu of Zaire or leaders like him. 

Until the death of Chou-en Lai and Chairman Mao the Chinese government 
pursued this policy of “three worlds” only tactically. It was not elevated toa theory 
or strategy. They found it a useful guide with which to conduct a revolutionary 
diplomacy. Marxists found no difficulty in supporting this tactical guide at the time 
because it was accompanied by an important injunction which guided it from 
getting out of hand and turning it into an opportunistic diplomacy. 

The injunction was that: countries want independence, nations want liberation; 
people want revolution. The last one-people want revolution-is the guiding 
principle and it is the main link of the whole injunction. } 

Where there was a clash between the socialist and imperialist camps the Chinese 
supported the socialist camp, as in Korea, Vietnam, and Sihanouk’s Campuchea. 
Where there was a clash between Europe or Japan and the USA they supported 


Europe and Japan. Where there was a clash between the imperialist camp — USA, 
: \ 
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Europe, Japan—and the colonial and neo-colonial countries, they supported the 
latter. Where there was a clash between a reactionary ruling class and the people in 
the neo-colonies they supported the people. The support for the people also 
extended to supporting the people in the US, Europe, Japan when they clashed with 
their governments. * 

The “theory of three worlds” as interpreted by the present Chinese leaders and its 
practical consequences has thus become a very controversial question among 
Marxists. 

Among the most outspoken critics of this theory are the Albanian Community 
Party leaders who have gone out of their way to attack not only the theory itself but 
to accuse Chairman Mao of having been more of a petty-bourgeois nationalist than 
a communist. 

In these essays all the comrades seem implicitly to accept the categorization of the 
three worlds. For instance, one group asserts that winning concessions from the 
imperialists by the neo-colonies is objectively a victory for the Third World and a 
defeat for the imperialists. The other group concludes that such concessions are 
actually a decoy designed to entrap neo-colonies more firmly in the imperialist 
camp and thereby facilitate more intensive exploitation and plunder at this stage of 
the development of finance capital. The Lome I and II Conventions are said by the 
first group to bea victory for the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries; 
while the second group regard it as a victory for the US and Japanese monopolies 
on the grounds that it is their capital which owns the factories in the neo-colonies 
whose products will now be exported to the European Economic Community with 
lesser restrictions. 

The first group seems to view the world asa gigantic balance sheet whereby a plus 
on neo-colonies means a minus on the imperialists. But in the era of the IMF, World 
Bank, multinational corporations, free trade zones and finance capital under which 
the entire capitalist world, including the neo-colonies which comprise the OECD 
(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development) the balance sheet 
view of the world seems to be unrealistic. Sucha balancing can be relevant only in 
evaluating the gains and losses between the socialist camp and imperialism. 


CONCLUSION 


Finally, what is the purpose of these essays? They originate in response to.the 
publication of three most important books to come out of East Africa. One of these 
is Issa Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania, one is Dan Nabudere’s The Political 
Economy of Imperialism, and third is Politics and Class Formation in Uganda by 
Mahmood Mamdani. These books have inspired a lot of thinking among East 
African intellectuals [unfortunately they could not reach the masses because they 
are written in English] and especially among those with Marxist inclinations. 

The purpose of these essays is obvious; Marxists do not engage in debates just for 
the fun of it as in schoo] debates. Their principal task is to change the world. Their 
debates are about the correct understanding of the world around us. Once this 





*Incidentally, the idea of the Third World came into being with the advent of the Cold 
War in the 1950s. The two worlds were then the Capitalist camp and the Socialist camp 
and the Third World was comprised of the so-called non-aligned countries. No Marxist 
accepted this obviously propagandistic categorization at the time on the grounds that 
there are only two ideologically opposing systems in the world and we are either in the one 
or the other, capitalist or socialist. But now both capitalist and socialist countries try to 

_ Woo these countries to support their respective positions in international issues, the reason 
being that these “non-aligned” countries on many issues have a block vote at the U.N. 
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world is understood then the task is to outline policies which will guide their 
struggle—to draw up the general line. This is arrived at by concrete analysis of the 
concrete situation in any givenarea. To do this they use the dialectical method ology 
which is universally applicable and they relate it to their concrete situation. 

The second point in Marxist debate is about state power: who controls it, what 
class interests does it serve, what is the role of the proletariat, and so on. If the state 
is the most important instrument in the class struggle how can the proletariat 
achieve state power-spontaneously, or through conscious, organized leadership? 
And having attained state power how should they use it in continuing the class 
struggle from that level? 

The essays are limited to the first part only and have not touched on the second. at 
all. This is unfortunate, especially when they are being published for the general 
readership. The most burning issue in people’s minds at this crucial moment 
is: what shall we do to extricate ourselves from the horrifying situation in which 
Africa finds itself? Without tackling this question there is a danger that the essays 
might be dismissed as irrelevant and will be relegated to academic circles only. This 
will be a tragedy because the work which has gone into this debate would then bea 
wasted effort. 

How do Marxists view the problem of extricating ourselves from our horrifying 
experience of hunger and misery? Marxists assert that to change the situation the 
proletariat must struggle to win state power first of all, and to do this it must 
organize itself under the leadership of the vanguard party. The party then trains its 
cadres as “professional revolutionaries“ who carry out the day-to-day political 
work, to agitate and propagate. In other words, to take up issues which affect the 
masses and struggle for their resolution, and at the same time to educate the masses 
by raising the class consciousness of the working class and political consciousness 
of the masses. And also to train other cadres at the lower levels of the 
organization — the factory level, farm level, street and village levels, etc. 

The cadres at both higher and lower levels develop a style of work which wins 
over people’s confidence in their leadership. They do not lord it over the people but 
on the contrary constantly learn from them, because people may be ignorant but 
they are not stupid. The cadres learn what the people want, feel, aspire to, and so on 
as they are conveyed to them ina disjointed, sometimes incoherent and fragmented 
manner. They then analyse these feelings and aspirations, synthesize them in a 
coherent manner and formulate policies which reflect them. This style of work is 
known as: from the people and back to the people. 

This form of organization is the surest way of leading to state power. After 
winning state power the proletariat is then faced with the task of establishing their 
own state machine on the basis of democratic dictatorship of the proletariat in 
alliance with the popular forces—the peasants, petty bourgeois intellectuals, 
oppressed minorities, etc. under their own leadership. This is the stage of the New 
Democracy. 

Then comes the most important task of the administration of the country which 
is distinct from the political task of organizing state power. The basis of socialist 
administration is socialist accounting and control during the complex period of the 
transition from capitalist domination. 

The economic task is more difficult than that of winning state power, and it 
begins by organizing it slowly, systematically and cautiously. The principal aim of 
such organization is the rapid development of the productive forces without which 
the country will be plunged into permanent and profound economic and political 
crises. . 

The aim is to improve as soon as possible the well-being of the majority of the 
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people, in our case the peasants, through increased production of material goods. 
This will in turn expand industrial production and the growth of the proletariat. 
The practical meaning of the worker/ peasant alliance is for the proletarian state to 
help the small peasant develop their productive forces with state assistance. 
Without this development the worker/ peasant alliance will break up and the 
peasants will go over to capitalism. 

This assistance is based on the peasant’s personal incentive during the whole 
period of the new democracy. If the peasants’ condition is not improved, if 
agriculture does not flourish, then industrialization will not take place and the 
proletariat will not grow-they will in fact be a declassed proletariat as 
industrialization stagnates. Thus the industrial strategy must be linked with the 
development of agriculture and vice versa. 

Every important branch of the economy during this period of the new democracy 
is built on the basis of personal incentive —collective discussion but individual 
responsibility. Meetings and discussions are encouraged among the people in order 
to remind themselves of their overall revolutionary tasks, summing up experience, 
setting new targets and so on, but at the same time learning to distinguish between 
what is appropriate for meetings from what is appropriate for administration, for 
production and for achieving new targets. 

All this effort is to ensure that the condition of the people constantly improves 
and does not deteriorate. In an underdeveloped peasant country socialist 
revolution can triumph only on two conditions: by receiving timely support from 
the more advanced socialist countries; and by winning voluntary support of the 
peasantry. The interests of the workers and peasants differ and we must not assume 
that both can be satisfied by the same measures. To satisfy the peasants they must 
have a certain freedom of exchange; they must obtain commodities and industrial 
goods. Scarcity of these is the surest way of losing the confidence not only of the 
peasants but also of the workers. The proletariat cannot win the confidence of the 
people by merely telling them what they intend to do however nicely phrased this 
may be. The people want to see the results of what the proletariat say they can do. 
Once the confidence of the peasants has been won through concrete results, their 
enthusiasm for production will be aroused and sustained. This will pave the way for 
accelerated growth on the basis of planned and proportional development. 

These essays are about knowing and changing the world. However much the 
writers may disagree, they give us an insight into what is happening around us. 
From this raw material we can marshal our forces to begin the first steps cn our long 
march towards changing the world. The most hopeful event coming out of Africa 
today is that young Africans are asking questions. 

These young people see their continent to have been turned into an imperialist 
playground. It is being manipulated, exploited, plundered at the expense of the 
people. Poverty is taken for granted, with regular interludes of plagues and famine. 
The three declared scourges of Africa at independence, poverty, ignorance and © 
disease have proved to be unshakable and stubborn; if anything, they seem to be 
flourishing luxuriously on the fertile soil of neo-colonialism. These essays identity 
the core of our problems and articulate their finding ina scientific way. It is to be 
_ hoped that as many Africans as possible will read this book, for only in 


| Ending what i is at issue can we hope to move Africa to a truly as ake 
uture. j 
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A LETTER TO APOLLINARIA 
V.I. Lenin 


I clearly see two trends also in your letter to a friend: one quite legitimately lays the 
stress on the need for economic struggle, the need to be able to make use of the 
workers’ legal societies as well, “to respond in diverse ways to the day-to-day vital 
needs of the workers”, and so on. All this is legitimate and correct. You are 
mistaken if you think that the revolutionaries “are opposed to legal societies”, that 
such societies are “hateful” to them, that they “turn their backs on society”, and so 
on. The revolutionaries too recognise the necessity of economic struggle, of 
responding also to the day-to-day vital needs, and of learning to make use of legal 
societies as well. Not only have the revolutionaries never and nowhere advised to 
turn one’s back on society, but on the contrary have stressed that it is essential for 
Social-Democracy to take the lead in the social movement and to unite under the 
leadership of the revolutionary Social Democratic Party all the democratic 
elements. However, it is imperative to take care that the legal societies and purely 
economic organizations should nor separate the workers’ movement from Social- 
Democracy and revolutionary political struggle, but that they should, on the 
contrary, link them as closely and indissolubly as possible. But in your letter there is 
also that tendency (a harmful and, in my opinion, thoroughly reactionary one), the 
tendency to separate the workers’ movement from Social-Democracy and 
revolutionary political struggle - to put olf the political tasks, to replace the concept 
“political struggle” with the concept “struggle for legal rights”, and so on. 

How to draw the line between the sound and useful tendency and the harmful 
one? I believe there is no need for me to persuade you who have already hadataste 
of “meetings abroad” that we must not confine ourselves to mere talk. And would it — 

not be ridiculous to fear examination of the question in print since it has already 

been discussed for a long time in letters and debates. Why should debates at 
meetings and writing letters be considered permissible and elucidation of 

controversial issues in the pressa “most harmful thing capable only (22) ofamusing — 
our enemies” This | cannot understand. Only polemics in the press can precisely 
establish the dividing line | am referring to, for some people are often bound togoto 
extremes. Of course struggle in the press will cause more ill-feeling and give usa 

good many hard knocks, but we are not so thin-skinned as to fear knocks! To wish _ 

for struggle without knocks, differences without struggle, would be the height of | 
_ ‘naivete’, and if the struggle is waged openly it will be a hundred times better than 
_ foreign and Russian “Gubarevism”, and will lead, I repeat, a hundred timesfasterto 
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COMBAT LIBERALISM* 
Mao Tsetung 


We stand for active ideological struggle because it is the weapon for ensuring unity 
within the Party and the revolutionary organizations in the interest of our fight. 
Every Communist and revolutionary should take up this weapon. 

But liberalism rejects ideological struggle and stands for unprincipled peace, thus 
giving rise to a decadent, philistine attitude and bringing about political 
degeneration in certain units and individuals in the Party and the revolutionary 
organizations. | 

Liberalism manifests itself in various ways. 

To let things slide for the sake of peace and friendship when a person has clearly 
gone wrong, and refrain from principled argument because he is an old 
acquaintance, a fellow townsman, a schoolmate, a close friend, a loved one, an old 
colleague or old subordinate. Or to touch on the matter lightly instead of going into 
it thoroughly, so as to keep on good terms. The result is that both the organization 
and the individual are harmed. This is one type of liberalism. 

To indulge in irresponsible criticism in private instead of actively putting forward 
one’s suggestions to the organization. To say nothing to people to their faces but to 
gossip behind their backs, or to say nothing at a meeting but to gossip afterwards. 
To show no regard at all for the principles of collective life but to follow one’s own 
inclination. This is a second type. 

To let things drift if they do not affect one personally; to say as little as possible 
while knowing perfectly well what is wrong, to be worldly wise and play safe and 
seek only to avoid blame. This is a third type. 

Not to obey orders but to give pride of place to one’s own opinions. To demand 
special consideration from the organization but to reject its discipline. This is a 
fourth type. 

To indulge in personal attacks, pick quarrels, vent personal spite or seek revenge 
instead of entering into an argument and struggling against incorrect views for the 
sake of unity or progress or getting the work done properly. This is a fifth type. 

To hear incorrect views without rebutting them and even to hear counter- 
revolutionary remarks without reporting them, but instead to take them calmly as if 
nothing had happened. This is a sixth type. 

To be among the masses and fail to conduct propaganda and agitation or speak 
at meetings or conduct investigations and inquiries among them, and instead to be 
indifferent to them and show no concern for their well-being, forgetting that one isa 
Communist and behaving as if one were an ordinary non-Communist. This is a 
seventh type. 

To see someone harming the interests of the masses and yet not feel indignant, or 
dissuade or stop him or reason with him, but to allow him to continue. This is an 


; Sigs Tsetung, Selected Works, Volume II, Foreign Language Press, Peking, 1967, pp. 31- 


eighth type. 

To work half-heartedly without a definite plan or direction; to work 
perfunctorily and muddle along—“So long as one remains a monk, one goes on 
tolling the bell.” This is a ninth type. 

To regard oneself as having rendered great service to the revolution, to pride 
oneself on being a veteran, to disdain minor assignments while being quite unequal 
to major tasks, to be slipshod in work and slack in study. This is a tenth type. 

To be aware of one’s own mistakes and yet make no attempt to correct them, 
taking a liberal attitude towards oneself. This is an eleventh type. 

We could name more. But these eleven are the principal types. 

They are all manifestations of liberalism. 

Liberalism is extremely harmful in a revolutionary collective. It is a corrosive 
which eats away unity, undermines cohesion, causes apathy and creates dissension. 
It robs the revolutionary ranks of compact organization and strict discipline, 
prevents policies from being carried through and alienates the Party organizations 
from the masses which the Party leads. It is an extremely bad tendency. 

Liberalism stems from petty-bourgeois selfishness, it places personal interests 
first and the interests of the revolution second, and this gives rise to ideological, 
political and organizational liberalism. 

People who are liberals look upon the principles of Marxism as abstract dogma. 
They approve of Marxism, but are not prepared to practise it or to practise it in full; 
they are not prepared to replace their liberalism by Marxism. These people have 
their Marxism, but they have their liberalism as well—they talk Marxism but 
practise liberalism; they apply Marxism to others but liberalism to themselves. 
They keep both kinds of goods in stock and find a use for each. This is how the 
minds of certain people work. 

Liberalism is a manifestation of opportunism and conflicts fundamentally with 
Marxism. It is negative and objectively has the effect of helping the enemy; that is 
why the enemy welcomes its preservation in our midst. Such being its nature, there 
should be no place for it in the ranks of the revolution. 

We must use Marxism, which is positive in spirit, to overcome liberalism, which 
is negative. A Communist should have largeness of mind and he should be staunch 
and active, looking upon the interests of the revolution as his very life and 
subordinating his personal interests to those of the revolution; always and 
everywhere he should adhere to principle and wage.a tireless Struggle against all 
incorrect ideas and actions, so as to consolidate the collective life of the Pa rty and 
strengthen the ties between the Party and the masses; he should be more concerned 
about the Party and the masses than about any private person, and more concerned 
about others than about himself. Only thus can he be considered a Communist. 

All loyal, honest, active and upright Communists must unite to oppose the liberal 
tendencies shown by certain people among us, and set them on the right path. This 
is one of the tasks on our ideological front. 
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TANZANIA-THE STRUGGLE FOR 
NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND 
SOCIALISM 


Comments on Issa Shivji’s essay “Tanzania: The Class 
Struggle Continues” 


Peter Meyns* 


This article was stimulated by Issa Shivji’s essay “Tanzania: The Class Struggle 
Continues” which is not only a major contribution to scientific analysis of the 
history of class struggle in Tanzania, but also contains much material to further the 
debate on Tanzanian ujamaa - socialism. 

However, | differ with Shivji on certain essential points. These points do not so 
much touch the facts he gives or his description of recent history of class struggle in 
Tanzania, but his analysis of this development. Questions of class analysis, with 
concrete reference to Tanzaina, are therefore, the main subject of these comments. 

The approach taken in this article is determined, as are Shivji’s writings, by 
Marxist analysis. Taking the Marxist approach means analysing the concrete 
reality of development in Tanzania in the light of the historical experiences of the 
working class and the oppressed peoples throughout the world in their struggle for 
freedom, national independence and socialism, and of the theoretical 
generalizations of these experience. 3 
- The central question to be answered here is what concretely is the stage of 
development in Tanzania today. Is Tanzania building socialism, or is it fighting to 
defend and strengthen its national independence against diverse imperialist 
Sinperesisn Cr OPT Sh MGR ao : | 

What line does Shivji follow in his analysis of the recent history of class struggle 
in Tanzania? He describes three periods in this development.! ait 


(1) With regard to the pre-independence period, he says, “the petty bourgeoisie for 
various obvious reasons was the only class ina position to lead the Uhuru struggle 
against the colonial state” (p. 51), while “the concrete conditions in Tanzania itself 
did not favour workers’ leadership.” (p. 52) Summing up his assessment of the 
_ petty bourgeoisie Shivji’s adds: 3 


Thus by the sheer method of elimination, the petty bourgeoisie was the most 
well-suited to lead the Uhuru struggle. More important, however. is the fact 
that it had immediate material interests to lead sucha struggle. Ina historical 


* Peter Meyns is a Lecturer at the Free University in West Berlin (West Germany). He was 
a research associate at University College, Dar es Salaam, from January 1963to April | 


1969 and revisited Tanzania in July/August 1973. 
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sense, it was a rising class whose interests coincided with those of the broad 
masses and hence progressive. The African petty bourgeoisie could only 
aspire to the economic position of a dependent commercial bourgeoisie. 
Unlike the classical national bourgeoisie, it was incapable of a national 
bourgeois revolution to build independent national capitalism. This would 
require disengagement from the world capitalist system —a radical structural 
change-a task which the petty bourgeoisie could hardly accomplish. It 
would, among other things, in fact, mean its own liquidation. Such a task 
could be accomplished only bya highly developed national bourgeoisie or by 
a workers/ peasants alliance under the leadership of proletarian ideology. . . 
The petty bourgeoisie was interested in political freedom as an end in 
itself and at most to facilitate its own struggle against the commercial 
bourgeoisie, not for the total emancipation of the whole society. (pp. 53-4) 


(2) Following independence we find the petty bourgeoisie in political power and 
consolidating its position as ruling bureaucratic bourgeoisie through measures 
representing an “economic expression of nationalism”, to use President Nyerere’s 
own words.2 This period culminated with the Arusha Declaration and the 
subsequent nationalizations. Of this period Shivji writes: 


...the contradictions that were being ironed out during this phase were 
between the petty bourgeoisie and the commercial bourgeoisie. Objectively. 
the workers and poor peasants had limited interest in this struggle as a means 
to “clear the way” for their struggle which could only be carried out under 
this leadership and under the scientific socialist ideology. (pp. 72-3) 
Historically, he adds, the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ has played and, to 
some extent, continues to play a progressive role... Firstly, the very class 
struggle between the petty bourgeoisie (led by the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’) 
and the commercial bourgeoisie was not only inevitable but historically 
necessary as muchas political independence was necessary for the conduct of 
this class struggle. In a way, this struggle is helping to clear the way for 
_ further struggles unencumbered by the obfuscation of radical divisions. 
_ Thus the liquidation of the inherited racia/ structures was conditio sine qua 
_ non tor ‘purifying’ the class struggles. (pp. 88-9) 


‘ (3) The progressive role of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie is also seen in the 
_ following respect, particularly significant for the ensuing development of class 


-=- pirugele in Janzania. 








___... by putting socialism on the agenda, it marked the beginning of class 
__ struggles for socialism and the discussions of the proletarian ideology. (p. 71) 








___ Resulting from the contradictions within the petty bourgeoisie the adoption of 
__ the TANU Guidelines strengthen this line. “Mwongozo is the most progressive 
_ document to emarste from TANU and marks the beginning of the proletarian line.” 
_ (p. 90) Though Shiviji is not blind to the fact that in the present historical situation in 
the Third World “even capitalism and neo-colonialism have to be wrapped up in 
socialis oric and vocabulary”, he underlines as more important “the fact that = 
though material class forces may not immediately warrant it, afew progressiveand 
_ revolutiona ‘leaders manage to push through (officially) radicalideasand policies. 
The adoption of the Mwongozo by TANU, with its progressive features, wa: 
as an event.” (p. 92). ee 3 ay TRG £43) aie yk is sbepeeats wie cabenkt 
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however, the long march has begun. Socialism cannot be achieved without 
class struggle, whatever the form. The class struggle must continue even 
beyond the first phases of socialism. The class struggle continues. (p. 108). 


Having quoted a few passages from Shivji’s essay let me point out from where Iam 
going to take up my comments. | 
First, I disagree with his statement made with regard to the pre-independence 
period that the petty bourgeoisie “in a historical sense, was a rising class.” 
Second, the idea of “purifying the class struggle” used to explain the “historical 
necessity” of the class struggle between the bureaucratic and the commercial 
bourgeoisie, and the “progressive role” of the former itself needs clarifying. 
Third, the bureaucratic bourgeoisie, according to Shivji, has put “socialism on 
the agenda” in Tanzania. By adopting Mwongozo it has marked “the beginning of 
the proletarian line”, more generally it allows “a few progressive and revolutionary 
leaders to push through (officially) radical ideals and policies.” What does all this 
mean with regard to the concrete stage of development in Tanzania today? 
Fourth, the deficiencies of Shivji’s analysis come to light in his last few sentences. 
“The class struggle must continue even beyond the first phases of socialism”, he 
states. Who will disagree with that. But the essential question is: Has Tanzania 
reached the first phase of socialism or not? What historical stage precisely has 
development in Tanzania reached? And this is exactly the question to which Shivji 
does not give a clear, explicit answer. He does, however, give an answer implicitly. 
It is that Tanzania is on what some call the ‘non-capitalist road of development’, the 
‘3rd’ or ‘middle road to socialism’, and the ‘road of peaceful transition to socialism’. 
When renowned Marxist writers, and Shivji is not alone here, appear to adopt this 
‘theory’, though probably unintentionally, then it is high time that the issue 
involved in this theory as well as its relevance for Tanzania are openly discussed. 
The following article hopefully may serve as an opening contribution to this new 
line of debate on Tanzanian political and economic development. 


1. WHOIS THE RISING CLASS UNDER IMPERIALISM? 


The present historical epoch is that of imperialism, the highest and last stage of 
capitalism. It is the epoch in which the bourgeoisie, erstwhile a revolutionary class 
with the task of destroying feudalism and liberating the productive forces by 
establishing the capitalist order, having accomplished its historical task has turned 
into an outright reactionary force fighting to maintain its system of exploitation 
and oppression against the revolutionary forces created and strengthened by 
capitalism itself. In his lucid analysis of imperialism Lenin already made this quite 
clear. 


The struggle of rising capital emancipating itself nationally against feudalism 

has given way to the struggle of ultra-reactionary, outdated finance capital, 

which has outlived itself and is moving towards downfall and decay, against 

the new forces.... The bourgeoisie has changed from a rising, progressive 

Class into a descending, decaying, internally walked, reactionary class. Quite 

another class has become-in the large historical sense — the rising class.” 
The msing Class under imperialism is the working class. This is true on a national 
_ level as It 1s in the context of the world-wide imperialist system. 

In Particular, this is also true of those countries under imperialist domination 
mae Boe pivence of feudalist and other pre-capitalist social orders is still 
ay Bue . Mao Tsetung made an important contribution to class analysis in 
~erdeveloped countries when investigating the concrete conditions in his own 
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country, China, a country with a numerically small working class and an 
overwhelming peasant population. Nevertheless: 


No matter which classes, parties or individual persons of an oppressed nation 
participate in the revolution—this revolution becomes, if only all of them 
fight against imperialism, part of the proletarian-socialist world revolution, 
and its participants become allies thereof whether they are conscious of this 
fact or not, whether they understand it or not.* 


And he asserts that the responsibility of leading the people in this struggle against 
imperialism “inevitably falls on the shoulders of the working class.” 

What is more, there is only one alternative. If the people’s struggle does not 
become a firm part of the proletarian socialist revolution then its development will 
sooner or later lead back into the arms of the imperialists. 


Under the international conditions existing today the brave fighters of the 
colonies and half-colonies must decide whether to join the imperialist front 
and to become part of the forces of international counter-revolution, or to 
join the anti-imperialist front and to become part of the forces of world 
revolution. One of the two, there is no other way.°® 


“One of the two, there is no other way”-in a historical sense. This leaves no room 
for the petty bourgeoisie as a rising class. To claim such a role for the petty 
bourgeoisie, as Shivji does, can only be understood as the beginning ofa ‘3rd road’, 
a ‘middle road’ between that of the imperialists and the bourgeoisie on the one side 
and that of socialist revolution and the working class on the other side. Lacking 
clarity about the role of the petty bourgeoisie, in other words, is already part of my 
main criticism of Shivji’s analysis, and so what follows is all part of my critique of 
the so-called ‘non-capitalist road of development’ in which petty bourgeois 
nationalist forces in political power play a central part. 

We must look at the role of the petty bourgeoisie more closely, however, because 
empirical reality and the views of a leading African revolutionary, namely Guinea- 
Bissao’s Amilcar Cabral, at first sight appear to give weight to Shivji’s views on this 
question. 

Not only in Tanzania, but in all African countries, the independence movement, 
was, in fact, led by the petty bourgeoisie. The neo-colonialist reality of these 
countries after independence starts from there. In other words, under the leadership 
of the petty bourgeoisie the anti-colonialist independence movement representing 
the interests and deepest desires of the oppressed masses of the people was led back 
into the arms of the imperialists. The independence movement in Africa was a 
broad people’s movement which gained such strength after the 2nd Imperialist 
World War that by 1960 and the following years the main colonialist powers on the 
continent, England, France and Belgium, were forced to concede political 
independence to their former colonies. Nevertheless imperialist domination was 
not broken, neo-colonialist rule was established. __ 

The petty bourgeoisie was well rewarded materially for having accomplished this 
feat. Of course, Shivji is fully aware of the limited interests of the petty-bourgeoisie. 
Its interest is not, he clearly sees, “the total emancipation of the whole society.” But 
how can he write then of this same class that “in a historical sense, it was a rising 
Class whose interests coincided with those of the broad masses and hence 
progressive”? . 

The interests of the petty bourgeoisie only to a limited extent coincide with the 
interests of the broad masses, and to this extent only is it progressive. This partial 
identity of interests is the basis of the alliance between the broad masses and the 
petty bourgeoisie in the independence movement. The other side of the picture 1s 
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that the petty bourgeoisie on the basis of this anti-colonialist alliance betrayed the 
interests of the broad masses for total emancipation of the whole society. In this 
historical sense it is a reactionary force serving its own limited interests which 
remain dependent on the imperialist powers. . 

A class force characterised by such a contradictory nature can never bea rising 
class in a historical sense. Under conditions of imperialism a rising class is the class 
which most consequently represents the interests of the broad masses for total 
emancipation of the whole society -—that class is the working Class. 

The given empirical reality of class structure in colonial Tanzania, or for that 
matter in colonial Guinea-Bissao, notably the fact that the working class is at an 
early stage of its development and numerically still small, may be even 
insignificant, does not mean that of necessity the leading role in the anti-colonialist 
movement must fall to the petty bourgeoisie. 

Cabral, quite regarded as a leading spokesman-in theory as well as in 
practice — of the African revolution is frequently quoted in this context. Speaking of 
the situation in his country, Guinea-Bissao, Cabral writes: “Events have shown that 
the only social sector capable of being aware of the reality of imperialist 
domination and of directing the state apparatus inherited from this domination is 
the native petty bourgeoisie.” But in his very next sentence Cabral hastens to add 
that given the contradictory nature of the petty bourgeoisie this “situation 
constitutes one of the weaknesses of the national liberation movement” and 
clearly places it before the only possible historical alternative: subordination to 
imperialist capital or support of the native working classes.® 

Cabral’s analysis shows clearly that the petty bourgeoisie can only to a limited 
extent (one limitation is the colonial context itself? and due to certain capacities 
it has played a revolutionary role, that, in a historical sense, it does not even 
represent an independent class force. 

Therefore, it is quite wrong to say, as Rodney does in his article “Some 
Implications of the Question of Disengagement from Imperialism, the battle of 
ideas is within the petty-bourgeois stratum”! and that “the working classes can 
choose between the different lines that emanate from the petty-bourgeoisie taken as 
a whole”.'! This is a distortion of Cabral’s analysis. His point is that members of 
the petty bourgeoisie have the capacity to attain full awareness of the reality of 
imperialist domination. However, only to the extent that they side with the people 
and join their struggle can revolutionaries of petty bourgeois origin develop — 
revolutionary ideas. It is not a question of the “class committing suicide”!?—here 

Cabral himself coined a misleading phrase-but of individual members leaving 
their class to take a working class sta ndpoint, and of the working classes developing 
an anti-imperialist alliance to include the progressive sections of the petty 
bourgeoisie. i Sg | . ; 

It is important to dinstinguish these two aspects when analysing the role of the 
petty bourgeoisie. The one is the question of capacity? of developing a 
proletarian consciousness of the imperialist system. This is a point of general 
relevance to the proletarian class struggle already dealt with by Lenin. In What is to 
be done? he wrote (quoting the early and still Marxist Kautsky): 


Modern socialist consciousness can only develop on the basis of deep 
‘Scientific Insight... However, the carrier of science is not the proletariat, but 
urgeols intelligentsia; so modern socialism grew in individual members of 
- "is stratum and was Passed on by them to intellectually outstanding 
Ne popavans who. carry it into the class struggle of the proletariat where 
| ma eo permit. Socialist consciousness is, therefore, something carried 
Sasi Class Struggle of the proletariat from. the outside, not something 
_ “eveloped originally from within.!4 Re ESS as 
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And Lenin draws the following conclusion from these words: 


If now there can be no question of an independent ideology elaborated by the 
workers’ masses themselves in the course of their movement, then the 
question can only be: bourgeois or socialist ideology. There is no middle 
road here (because) humanity has not produced a ‘third’ ideology, just as in 
any society turn to pieces by class antagonisms there can never be an 
ideology which stands outside or above the classes.!° 


The other aspect is the question of the petty bourgeoisie or certain sections of 
the petty bourgeoisie being capable of playing a leading role in 
the independence movement. This chance exists as long as proletarian 
leadership which is, the only guarantee for ultimate success of the inde- 
pendence movement as far as the interests of the people’s masses are 
concerned, has not been established. This was the situation in colonial Tanzania 
and to a certain extent, too, as Cabral’s writings show at the beginning of the 
liberation struggle in Guinea-Bissao. It does not represent a strength, but on the 
contrary constitutes a weakness of every anti-imperialist movement, a 
contradiction which must be solved. 

In Guinea-Bissao this contradiction has been solved in a revolutionary way, 
though this does not mean, of course, that petty bourgeois elements will not try to 
re-assert themselves. The murder of Amilcar Cabral was tragic proof of this, while 
at the same time turning into an outstanding example of the revolutionary strength 
of the PAIGC and the people of Guinea-Bissao and the Cape Verdes. 

Shivji quotes Cabral at length (pp. 23-25) to show that from the beginning of the 
liberation struggle the leadership of the PAIGC recognised the need and went 
about establishing proletarian leadership. 

In 1961 already in the manifesto of the UNTG, the national Union of Guinean 


Workers, it was stated: 


In this struggle the workers of our country, the wage-earners, peasants and 
_ employees, have and will play the decisive role until final victory under the 
_ leadership of the revolutionary party of our people. 


This role they have assumed to an increasingly large extent im the ouiaatilke 
struggle, so that in 1971 Cabral could declare: . 


lf in the, beginning the leaders of the struggle were ous the petty 
_ bourgeoisie-like me-with only a few workers, gradually new people have 
come to lead the party and today most of the leaders are workers and 


ae peasants.!° 


_ To underline the main point here again; what is significant in, for instance, Cabral’s 
_ contribution to the liberation struggle is not his petty bourgeois origin, as some 





% seem to think, but his proletarian class stand point. Only from this standpoint was _ 
he able to recognise the petty bourgeoisie not as “a rising class”, but as an _ 





ambivalent force, at the same time a help and danger for the people’s struggle. — Z = 


ae 


And when talking about the transformation of the progressive elements of the 
petty bourgeoisie from the proletarian stand point one factor must be | 
which has beer the decisive one in this progress in Guinea-Bissao 
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Surely, when looking at Guinea-Bissao and at Tanzania the difference with 
regard to this decisive factor is more relevant than certain similarities in the class 
structure of the two countries at the beginning of the anti-colonial independence 


movement. 


2. LEADING THE CLASS STRUGGLE-OR 
FOLLOWING IT 


Turning to the development after independence we find TANU, the recognized 
leader of the independence movement, establishing itself as state party —-the petty 
bourgeoisie establishing itself as bureaucratic bourgeoisie. | eet 

In his description of the development of class struggle in Tanzania punce 
independence Shivji puts much stress on the progressive role “the ‘bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie has played and, to some extent, continues to play.” The progressive 
elements in the politics of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie in Tanzania are not to be 
disputed. From the beginning its policy of using the peasant backing it had won 
during the independence movement to set up its predominance over the 
commercial bourgeoisie also involved measures to defend and consolidate the 
country’s independence. 

This inevitably led to contradictions between the Tanzania government and the 
imperialist powers. Early examples of this were the conflict with West 
Germany about the GDR diplomatic mission following Union with Zanzibar in 
1964, and the rift with Britain over the Smith regime’s unilateral declaration of 
independence in 1965. 

These assertions of Tanzania’s independence led to further contradictions in the 
form of reduced economic aid commitments and payments from the imperialist 
countries.'!§ Such economic repercussions obliged the Tanzania government to 
reassess its own economic policies. The Arusha Declaration and the subsequent 
nationalizations were the result. The best explanation of these measures has been 
given by President Nyerere himself. Speaking at one of the plants taken over by the 
National Development Corporation he said: “Our purpose was thus primarily a 
nationalist purpose; it was an extension of the political control the Tanzanian 
people secured in 1961.”!9 And the TANU Guidelines follow the same line when 

_ in face of new external threats (the military coup in neighbouring Uganda, the 
imperialist invasion in Guinea) and increasing internal contradictions (the capacity 
of important sections of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie which must inevitably 
undermine its anyway shaky alliance with the peasants and the workers) it 
characterizes the state party - TANU - still as Liberation Movement.20 

These Progressive elements in Tanzania’s policies are proof of the nationalist 
Athan snes ne bracts bopeersad ae ere 
sell-out of their country’ Ree eed the 

ys resources to the imperialists after independence. 

Owever, they have not, as the TANU Guidelines correctly state, led to total 
beration, to liberation from all form of imperialist domination. 

- leading force in the development of class struggle in Tanzania since 


- the ele bourgeoisie and consolidated its own. 
ah uggle Shivji declares “was not only inevitable but his 


_iSTE 18 NO reason to dispute that this is the wa 


80ne, but what abo i 
aay, ut th 
Particular, for the hist 


torically necessary.” 
way the class struggle in Tanzania has 
‘esate orical necessity of this way-historical necessity, in 
* SAIVjI asserts that this historical necessity existed for the 
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workers and poor peasants, because the contradictions between the petty 
bourgeoisie and the commercial bourgeoisie, inherited social structures involved in 
this contradiction had to be “ironed out” and this “was conditio sine qua non for 
‘purifying’ the class struggles.” 

Looked at from the historical task of the working class to lead the people’s 
masses to total national liberation and independence two views on class analysis 
and the development of class struggle have to be distinguished. These two views 
have played a significant role in the working class movement for many years. In his 
book What is to be cone? published in 1902 Lenin referred to them as “spontaneity” 


and “consciousness”. oer Sno SP 
\Shivji’s view is ‘hat of spontaneity, that of relying on . objective historical 
movements to go on, and to regard these movements as historically necessary 
preliminaries before the working class takes the lead. The idea of “purifying’ the 
Class struggles is an expression of this view. So is Shivji’s further statement that in 
Tanzania the bureaucratic bourgeoisie, rather than the working class and the 
people’s masses, “put socialism on the agenda” and thereby “marked the beginning 
of class struggles for socialism”. More than that: by publishing the TANU 
Guidelines it even marked “the beginning of the proletarian line”.?! 

There is obviously something wrong here. It is one thing to say that gaining 
political independence is a necessary step on the road to total liberation. But it is 
quite something else to identify this political goal with petty bourgeois leadership in 
this struggle. It is one thing to recognize the necessity of liquidating inherited racial 
structures, quite another to declare the leading role of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie 
in this process as a historical necessity. As Cabral clearly stated, petty bourgeois 
leadership in the national liberation movement is one of its main weaknesses as far 
as the ultimate aim of the people’s masses, total liberation, is concerned. And he 
only envisaged it as a possibility at all during the colonial period. | 

Not to stress the historical necessity of proletarian in the earliest possible phase 
of the anti-colonial and anti-imperialist movement, as Cabral did, and to recognise 
this as a crucial factor in the liberation struggle and the main task of all conscious 
proletarian forces is to trust blindly the objective and spontaneous course of 
historical movement. . 

Where will the spontaneous struggle of the Tanzanian working class, which have 
taken place since 1971 and in which Shivji rightly sees a most significant 
development, lead if they remain without organized proletarian leadership? Lénin 
gave the answer to this question when he wrote: 


The spontaneous development of the workers’ movement leads precisely to 
its subordination under bourgeois ideology, ... because spontaneous 
workers’ movement is trade-unionism, is trade-unionism alone, and trade- 
unionism means precisely ideological enslavement of the workers by the 
bourgeoisie. Therefore, our task, the task of social-democracy, lies in the 
Struggle against spontaneity. Our task is to get the workers’ movement away 
from the spontieooe teadoncy of trade-unionism to place itself under the 
wings of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it under the wings of revolutionary 
social-democracy,2? 


From this standpoint what becomes most significant is the reaction of Tanzania’s 
leadership to demand that organized proletarian leadership must be created,~ 
either within or without TANU as the national liberation movement, asa necessary 
condition of the struggle for socialism. When, to give just one example, Ngombale- 
Mwiru spoke in very general terms of the need for “a vanguard within the mass 
Party”?3 his view was refuted in strong terms just one week later by the late Jacob 
Namfua then Regional Commissioner for Kilimanjaro, as “both misguided and 
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misplaced”, and the reference of “dogmatic Marxism-I eninism” was not missing.2 
And when next he spoke at Kivukoni College, of which Ngombale-Mwiru was 
still Principal at that time, President Nyerere made his refutal of the vanguard 
party a main theme of his talk, too.”> | | 

“The class struggle continues” —Shivji’s last words on p. 108 are too general to be 
relevant. The important question is: Who is leading it? The spontaneous strikes 
notwithstanding, the leading force in Tanzania remains the bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie. What does this fact mean for the ultimate aim of the working class and 
the people’s masses? 

Shivji’s analysis implies relying on the spontaneous continuation of the class 
struggle. Similar pruposals were made in Chile under the Allende government. The 
Allende government’s line of adhering to bourgeoisie legality, some argued, had its 
disadvantages, but was historically necessary nonetheless and in the interest of the 
working class and the people’s masses because it would allow them to prepare for 
the forthcoming battle with the bourgeoisie and its imperialist strongmen. In Chile, 
too, the class struggle continued. Disarmed ideologically and unarmed militarily 
by Allende’s ideology of ‘peaceful transition’ to socialism the Chilean people 
suffered immense losses at the hands of the fascist military junta. Notwithstanding 
the heroic resistance of the Chilean people the Chilean revolution suffered its 
biggest defeat for years. 

The tragic events in Chile are a biiier practical lesson for Marxist class analysis, 
too, one that we should not forget so soon. 


3. THE ‘NON-CAPITALIST’ ROAD OF DEVELOPMENT 


Chilean example is, in fact, of still more general significance. In Chile many 
‘radicals’ propagated the view that the Allende government wasa necessary stage in 
the interest of the working class and the people as a whole notwithstanding its 
compromise character, its adherence to bourgeois legality, and so on. Similarly, in 
Tanzania Shivji comes to the conclusion that “a few progressive and revolutionary 
leaders manage to push through (officially) radical ideas and policies.” 

Shivji does not make the position he takes here and in other remarks explicit. 
Not so in Chile, however. There, the Allende government was widely propagated as 
an example of the ‘non-capitalist’ road of development, as proof of the ‘theory of 
peaceful transition to socialism’. ‘ 7 PH IREE TRS: 

Let us takea look at the content of this ‘theory’ in order to understand why all the 
critical points I have raised with regard to Shivji’s essay meet here. | 

Like all revisionist theory the ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ is derived 
from an originally Marxist-Leninist standpoint. Raising the question whether the 
peoples “who are liberating themselves now and among whom we recognize today, 
after the war, a ‘progressive movement necessarily have to pass through the 
capitalist stage of development of the economy”6 the 2nd World Congress of the 
Comintern in 1920 answered with a clear: No. In his “Report From the 
Commission in the National and Colonial Question” Lenin went on to say that the 
Comintern must establish the guiding line “that the underdeveloped countries with 
the help of the proletariat of the most advanced countries can reach the Soviet 
order and via certain stages of development communism without having to pass 
through the capitalist stage of development.”?7 
é eee report Lenin also dealt with the difference between the ref ormist and 

, nary line within the national liberation movement. He said: 


- The imperialist bourgeoisie is doing its best to bring to life a reformist 
ovement among the oppressed peoples, too. A certain approach has taken 
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place between the bourgeoisie of the exploiting countries and that of the 
colonial countries so that the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries very 
often in fact, even in most cases—supports the national movements, but at 
the same time in agreement with the imperialist bourgeoisie, i.e. together 
with it, fights all revolutionary movements and revolutionary classes.?8 


Needless to say, only a revolutionary movement will lead to full national liberation. 
Liberation movements in Asia, Africa and Latin America have recognized the 
truth of the analysis made at the 2nd World Congress of the Comintern in the 
course of their own concrete struggles. So, for instance, the MPLA, the People’s 
Movement for the Liberation of Angola, declared: 


There are two roads which can lead a colonised people to independence; the 
reformist road, which leads to neo-colonialism, and the revolutionary one 
leading to complete independence.... The revolutionary road 1s certainly a 
much more difficult one. It requires a strong organisation, a national 
struggle, a ceaseless battle against tribalism, a dynamic guerilla warin which 
higher forms of struggle are developed, a tremendous spirit of self-sacrifice 
and discipline in all militants, an immense amount of work to raise the 
consciousness of the masses and active participation by leaders in the 
concrete tasks to be carried out together with the people. But the 
revolutionary road is the only one which will lead to complete independence 
and the restoration of the dignity of the Angolan People. ... So let us follow 
the revolutionary road laid down by the MPLA.’? 


In contrast to this view the ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ propagates the 
reformist road as revolutionary. Speaking at the seminar on “Africa— national and 
social revolution” in Cairo in 1966 the Soviet theoretician Sobolev developed this 
line. 

The specificity of the democratic stage of the social revolution in Africa 
furthermore lies in the fact that in by far the most cases it is really possible to 
avoid civil war between the antagonistic classes to isolate the inimical class 
elements with political and economic means by uniting the people and to 
submit them to the will of the domocratic majority.... It may be said that the 


gradual character of the revolution and the broad application of the reform 
method in Africa give to the revolution an extremely specific character.* 


This is, in fact, according to this view that “makes the transition of the liberated 
countries to socialism on the peaceful road possible.”3! 

Though the ‘theory of non-capitalist’ development in words strongly rejects the 
idea of a 3rd road between imperialism and socialism the definition it gives for the 
stage of ‘non-capitalist’ development cannot in fact be understood in any other 
way. 


The transition of a number of liberated countries on the road of non- 
capitalist development means that already it no longer suffices to point to the 
specific position which they have within the capitalist world economy. These 
countries can no longer be regarded completely as part of the capitalist world 
economy even though they have not yet integrated themselves into the 
socialist world economy. It is a particular type of transitional, of 
intermediary state. 32 


These words give valuable insight into the interest behind this ‘theory’. Its aim is to 
loosen the ties of the countries following the ‘non-capitalist’ road with the US- 
dominated capitalist world economy and to put them firmly into the orbit of the 
US-dominated ‘socialist’ world economy. It is only consequent, therefore, that the 
Overwhelming power of the socialist world system which in the international 
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context fulfills the role of political vanguard towards the peoples who are 
struggling for full liberation from imperialism” 1s given out as “the decisive factor 
which today makes the development on the non-capitalist road in Asia and Africa 
possible and real.”*> This is a blatant contradiction to the aim of the oppressed 
peoples who are decided to struggle for complete independence and liberation from 
any form of exploitation by relying first of all on their own revolutionary forces. 

The 3rd road character of the ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ becomes 
quite apparent when we look at the class character it gives to this stage of 
development. 


A specificity of non-capitalist development in the anti-imperialist nation 
states in Asia and Africa is to be seen in the fact that under conditions in 
which the national bourgeoisie proves to be incapable of realising a general 
democratic programme on the road of social progress, and in which the 
working class is not yet ina position to directly take over the leadership of the 
revolution, representatives of petty bourgeois intermediary strata, in 
particular revolutionary-democratic forces from within the intelligentsia, 
take over hegemony in the liberation movement and stand in for anti- 
imperialist and anti-capitalist transformations which can lead towards 
socialism if the revolutionary aim is respected and deepened.*4 


To underline the crucial point: 


The political basis of the new power is a broad alliance which is led by non- 
proletarian, petty bourgeois class forces.35 


In other words, a state led by petty bourgeois class forces, forces whose. class 
interests ultimately are inimical to socialism, is called upon to lead the country 
towards socialism. Here, class struggle, held by Marx to be the driving force of 
history, appears to have lost reality, and given way to class harmony. _ 

This impression is strengthened when we learn that of all bourgeois institutions 
“in most countries with non-capitalist development the army has taken over a 
determining role as an element in the creation and functioning of the political basis 
of the state and as an instrument to enforce the hegemony of non-proletarian 
progressive class forces.”3¢ At this point, we only have to look at Chile again, at 
the faith put in the army by Allende and at the fascist military coup against 
Allende’s ‘non-capitalist’ government, or at the ‘non-capitalist’ military regime in 
Peru37, or at other examples38 to recognize the illusionary character of the 
‘theory of non-capitalist development’-inimical to the interests of the working 
class and the people’s masses. | Se : 

From Chile we can learn that what Lenin wrote in a polemic against Kautsky, 
after Kautsky had left the Marxist standpoint to take a reformist, bourgeois 
position, is still true today: 


“Never—unless in the sweet phantasy of the sweet fool Kautsky —will the 
exploiters submit to the decisions of the majority of the exploited without 
having tried to retain their advantages ina last, desperate struggle ina series 
of struggles.39 


xk KK 


‘ To what extent do Shivji and other writers on Tanzania follow the line. of the 
heory of non-apitalist development”? They do not, as mentioned already, 
explicitly take this position. That important part of the ‘theory’ which asserts that 


the role of the Soviet Union is decisive i ini ‘princi 
: on 1s decisive instead of un the’ ciple of self- 
reliance they reject,40 derlining h PRPCIP 
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But the crucial aspect of any theory is its class content. And here both take the 
same line. Shivji says that the Tanzanian bureaucratic bourgeoisie by adopting the 
Arusha Declaration “put socialism on the agenda” and by accepting the TANU 
Guidelines “marked the beginning of the proletarian line”. Revisionist theory 
declares that in Tanzania “the non-capitalist road of development was proclaimed 
by the Arusha Declaration”.*! Moreover, both see this stage of development 
where the state 1s in the hands of “non-proletarian, petty bourgeois class forces” as 
a historical necessity, given the present concrete conditions in Tanzania or in 
underdeveloped countries generally, on “the long march to socialism,” as Shivji 
Says. 

In other words, bya simple act of proclamation a process of change, of “gradual 
evolution of power to the left”42, of reforms, in short: of ‘peaceful transition’ is 
initiated. The most advanced section of the ruling class is led by the logic of this 
process to adopt elements of scientific socialism. “Scientific socialism becomes 
more and more the foundations and content of the conception of society.” 

This leads to new contradictions within the country because the reactionary 
forces oppose this process. Here, we recall Shivji pinpoints the progressive role of 
the bureaucratic bourgeois in that by allowing “a few revolutionary leaders to push 

through radical ideas and policies” it “purifies” the class struggle. 

At this juncture in Tanzania’s development Shivji, very detailed in historical 
description, but rather vague in theoretical conclusions, can only give the outlook 
of continuing class struggles. The ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ is more 
explicit again in envisaging the step by step isolation of the reactionary forces and 
the gradual process of “leading the working class closer to power”.4> This 
‘peaceful transition’ ultimately is said to lead to the point where the working class 
itself takes over power and establishes the dictatorship of the proletariat. Against 
their material interest and without serious resistance power will have slipped from 
the bourgeoisie’s and the imperialists’ hands into those of the working class. I have 
tried to show that this is not the road history follows. 

There is no reason to identify Shivji’s position with the ultimate conclusions of 
and, in particular, the material interests behind the theory of ‘non-capitalist’ 
development. His description of class struggle in Tanzania, however, especially 
with regard to the role of petty bourgeois class forces, in the final analysis implies a 
‘3rd road’ of development towards socialism along the same line.46 What is more, 
Shivji’s essay is certainly a good description of the reality of Tanzanian 
development so far. 


ok ok OK 


The ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ justifies its position with the need to 
create a broad-based front uniting all classes and strata of the people in the 
common struggle against imperialism. The need for such a front is undisputed. It 
was an essential part of the position developed at the 2nd World Congress of the 
Comintern. In his already quoted report on this question Lenin stated that “the 
large mass of the population in the underdeveloped countries consists of peasants 
who are representatives of bourgeois-capitalist relations” and that therefore 
proletarian parties cannot develop a revolutionary line without “establishing 
certain relations to the peasant’s movement and without actively supporting It. ol 

However, the main question in the national-revolutionary movement — as in all 
class struggle — is the question of state power.4* And revolutionary struggle for 
State power involves the question of the class character of the state whose task it is 
to lead the people to total emancipation. Under conditions of imperialism there is 
only one answer to this question. There is no 3rd road. A state under petty 
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bourgeois leadership most certainly can have progressive elements by virtue of 
which it will stand in partial opposition to imperialism, but if the class struggle is 
not solved ina revolutionary way, i.e. establishment of a people’s democratic state 
under proletarian leadership*?, such a ‘non-capitalist’ state will follow its own 
logic— that of one other ‘specific’ road of imperialist-neo-colonialist development. 


The government of the Unidad Popular undertook a number of measures 
and implemented reforms whose aim was to consolidate freedom and 
national independence and to guarantee the independent development of the 
country’s economy... But Allende’s tragedy lies in the fact that he believed he 
could convince the reactionary forces with reason, that he could bring them 
to stop their hostile activity and to give up their old positions and privileges 
peacefully... History has proven and the events in Chile, which did not have 
a socialist, but only a democratic regime, have shown that the establishment 
of socialism via the parliamentary road is completely impossible.*° 


What, finally, of an underdeveloped country with anas yet insignificant working 
class? There are historical experiences of such countries. Albania, for instance, is 
one of them. The development in Albania is also a practical lesson for Marxism 
class analysis. 


Under the conditions of the underdeveloped countries where a 
revolutionary working class party does not exist the creation of the 
subjective pre-conditions for the victory of a true people’s revolution must 
begin with the foundation of the Marxist-Leninist party, with the 
indispensable political leadership of the revolution. Without this leadership 
there can be no question of the taking-over of power by the toiling masses or 
of the uninterrupted development of the revolution in order to prepare the 
transition to the road of socialist development. The usually small number of 
the working class in the underdeveloped countries, their relatively low 
ideological and cultural level, their limited experience of organisation and in 
political class struggle—all that can be no argument to refute the necessity 
and the possibility of creating the party of the working class.5! 


4. TANZANIA-THE STRUGGLE FOR FULL NATIONAL 
INDEPENDENCE CONTINUES | 


Our final question must be, even if the answer in this article cannot be exposed in 
detail’?, where does Tanzania stand today? We remarked above that the road of 
development suggested by the ‘theory of non-capitalist development’ comes close to 
the reality of Tanzanian development described by Shivji. For the same reason, 
obviously, the ideological proponents of ‘non-capitalist’ development among 
African countries most frequently quote Tanzania, together with Guinea, Congo, 
Algeria and the UAR.53. 3 

It coincides with this picture that Shivji does not give a clear answer to the above 
question. On the one hand, he aptly describes the characteristics of neo-colonialism 
in Tanzania, particularly also in his earlier essay, “Tanzania—The Silent Class 
Struggle”. On the other, he sees Tanzania in “the first phases of socialism” and 
States that “with the rise of the proletarian line the long march has begun”. These 
Statements cannot both be analytically correct. 

The “rise of the proletarian line” finds its expression in the spontaneous strikes 
that the workers have sparked off since 1971, very frequently with direct reference 
to clause 15 of the TANU Guidelines, In these strikes Shivji rightly sees the 
Hereening contradiction between the workers on the one side, the capitalists and 
hiss bureaucratic bourgeoisie on the other side, —with state power as the decisive 
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factor. Surely, however, these sharpening class contradictions involving the 
workers as an active—though as yet unorganised —class force are not a sign of “the 
first phases of socialism”, but of the contrary. They show that the working class 
does not control state power in Tanzania, and state power is the deciding factor in 
class struggle. Shivji’s use of the term “rise of the proletarian line” is therefore 
imprecise, too, and in particular blurs the understanding of the decisive factors of 
Tanzania’s present situation. 

What are the progressive characteristics of Tanzanian reality today? They are not 
that Tanzania has reached the first phase of socialism. They are that Tanzania is in 
the forefront of those countries in Africa engaged in serious endeavours to defend 
and strengthen its national independence, both internally and externally. The 
Arusha Declaration says: “Tanzania is not yet a socialist state.” And Mwongozo 
defines TANU as a liberation movement. These are realistic statements. 

Once this decisive question as to Tanzania’s present stage of development has 
been answered then other questions can be answered more clearly. That Tanzania’s 
policy of defending and strengthening its national independence is led by the 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie is a fact. This fact is, to recall Cabral’s words, one of the 

main weaknesses of the liberation struggle. 

It creates contradictions which endanger the steps made towards national 
independence by creating new entries for imperialist manoeuvres of different kinds. 
Examples are manifold. Calling on a US consultants agency to work out an 
organisational structure to decentralize the country’s administration can hardly be 
qualified as a step towards the destruction of the bourgeois state apparatus. Such 
reforms accumulated will certainly not bring Tanzania any closer to socialist 
revolution. 

The bureaucratic barriers to the implementation of the ujamaa village 
programme, which Shivji describes on pp. 99-101, are another example. These 
difficulties must be traced to their roots in the class character of the Tanzanian 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie which devised this programme. — 

The contradictions which arise in the process of implementation and which take 
the form of bureaucratic barriers result from the class interests of the Tanzanian 
ruling class. That is the class content of bureaucracy in Tanzania. Mass 
mobilization can only take place as long as it does not threaten state power. In 
other words, the interests of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie set the limits to the 
mobilisation of the masses, and these limits are imposed ultimately by the means at 
the disposal of this class, 1.e. by administrative means, bureaucratically. The 
history of the Ruvuma Development Association, for instance, and the 
spontaneous workers’ strikes since 1971 should be seen in this light. This brings us 
toa further point, that of socialist ideology in Tanzania. To the extent that socialist 
ideology and socialist debate in Tanzania emanates and is determined by the 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie, and this is certainly true of the ideology of ujamaa- 
socialism, it must be analysed on the basis of the class standpoint of this ruling 
power. ew : 

In a historical situation characterised by the contradictions of neo-colonialist 
national independence and the struggle against imperialist domination to speak of 
“building socialism” is to say the least misleading. In contrast to the position I have 
taken in this article ujamaa-socialism believes that in Tanzanian conditions “the 
peasant movement is the genuine, truly socialist and. immediately socialist 
movement”:54 it “preaches an immediate socialist revolution, stemming from the 
peasant commune with its petty form of husbandry.”5> So Namfua in the already 
quoted interview blindly states: “We are already carrying out a socialist 
revolution.”56 And even Rodney emphasizes this position and understands the 
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Tanzanian ideology of ujamma-socialism as a concrete application of scientific 
socialism’ “...of the theory and policy of Ujamaa”, Rodney writes, “has logically 
determined that the key role in socialist construction has to be played by the 
Tanzanian peasants. This is in accord with the present stage of the development of 
productive forces within Tanzania...”® 

However, “to the Marxist, the peasant movement is a democratic not a socialist 
movement.”5° Rodney says: “Tanzanian Ujamaa has begun to make the decisive 
break with capitalism.”® Essentially, this statement is perfectly correct. Any state 
that strives to defend and strengthen its national independence has indeed begun to 
make that decisive break, and socialism is the only answer to the people’s aim of full 
national independence. But the historical task to fulfil that break, beyond which 
socialist development begins, is not that of the peasants or the petty bourgeoisie, it 
can only be accomplished under the leadership of the working class and its 
organized vanguard. The conditions for the completion of the decisive break with 
imperialism and capitalism have yet to be created in Tanzania. 


Postscript, March 1979 


The article above was written in April 1974. The general questions of class 
analysis in the epoch of imperialism, in particular the role of the petty bourgeoisie 
in underdeveloped countries, which I was primarily concerned with, continue to be 
a main issue in the debate on development and development perspective in the 
Third World. 

It is with regard to two points of concrete analysis that I want to make some 
additional remarks in the light of the developments during the past five years. 


Third World - Unity or Diversity? 

The historical necessity of proletarian leadership to achieve full national 
liberation and to build socialism is one thing. But what of social and political 
movement in Third World countries without such leadership? Are they 
automatically reactionary, because they are still submitted to imperialist influence? 
The answer clearly should be: No. Contradictions between the Third World and 
imperialism are manifold, and they encompass relations between the governments 
of Third World states and imperialist powers. However ambivalent the overall 
political line of movements or Third World governments led by petty bourgeois or 
bourgeois forces may be, to the extent that they take a stand against imperialism, 
their position must be looked upon as progressive -and supported by proletarian 
forces. 

The Third World demand for a New International Economic Order, which has 
gained considerable momentum in the past few years and has developed into a 
major unifying force among Third World countries, is an important case in point. 

The core of the ruling class in Tanzania is the “bureaucratic” or state bourgeoisie. 
Notwithstanding this fact, I stated: “Tanzania is in the forefront of those countries 
in Africa engaged in serious endeavours to defend and strengthen their national 
independence.” The “Group of 77” conference in Arusha in February this year 
Preparing the Third World stand for UNCTAD V once more underlined 
eat i a position in the pursuit of national independence in face of 
eee etween rich and poor countries, In his speech to the conference 
Harte ms pee emphatically presented the case for unity and based his line of 

€ national interests of each country. He said: 


ae immediate reason for each nation joining the Group of 77 depended on 
€ point at which it had experienced the economic frustrations of power 
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external to itself. . . I stress the fact that it was our nationalism which has 
forced us together because we have to understand ourselves in order to 
achieve our purposes. The Group of 77 does not share an ideology. Some of 
us are avowedly “scientific” socialists, some just plain socialists, some 
capitalist, some theocratic, and some fascist! We are not necessarily friendly 
with each other—some countries represented here are currently engaged ina 
war with each other... But our diversity exists in the context of one common 
and over-riding experience. What we have in common is that we are all, in 
relation to the developed world, dependent -not interdependent — nations. 
Each of our economies has developed as a by-product and a subsidiary of 
development in the industrialised North, and in externally oriented. Weare 
not the prime movers of our own destiny. We are ashamed to admit it, but 
economically we are dependencies semi-colonies at best not sovereign 
states. .. If weare to maintain Third World unity we all have to work together 
when operating within non-Third World organisations for Third World 
objectives. I do not believe this means that we never protest about brutality, 
tyranny, and racism within the Third World; that would be intolerable— and 
it would not serve the interests of our peoples. It does mean, however, that we 
may have to co-operate functionally with governments which we intensely 
dislike and disapprove of. For the object is to complete the liberation of the 
Third World countries from external domination. That is the basic meaning 
of the New International Economic Order. And unity is our instrument -—our 
only instrument-—of liberation. But we have to do more than stand united 


when negotiating as the Group of 77. We have to work together; our nations - 


have to co-operate economically. This is where the diversity of the Third 
World can be our strength also.°®! 


In fact, though each Third World country has its own history and its-own political 
system, the similarities in their situation given their dependence on the existing 
international economic order seem to be more substantial than the differences 
among them. After all, what is so different between the dependent structure of 
Kenya and Tanzania? And even the countries which reached political 
independence in the last few years after years of armed struggle, Angola, Guinea- 
Bissao, Mozambique, Vietnam, are grappling with problems of national 
independence and the construction of a national economy well known in Tanzania 
and elsewhere in the Third World. — 

Over 10 years of armed struggle did not prevent the MPLA in Angola from 
falling prey to Soviet hegemonism in 1975. And 30 years of armed struggle did not 
prevent Vietnam from engaging in open aggression, under which it had suffered for 
so many years itself, by sending troops of invasion to topple the government of 
neighbouring Kampuchea early in 1979. This was not onlya disillusionment forall 
those who supported Vietnam during its liberation war, but also pointed to social 
scientists not to equate armed struggle with the advance of social revolution after 
independence has been achieved and/ or the aggressor defeated. The development 
of these countries during the last five years has certainly underlined the need forall- 
sided class analysis in each concrete situation, taking into consideration national 
and international factors. 


‘NON-CAPITALIST’ ROAD OF DEVELOPMENT AND 
SOVIET HEGEMONISM 


Development in Angola, Vietnam and elsewhere, for instance Eritrea, since 1975 
have shown to what extent the Soviet Union has gone into the offensive in Its 


worldwide rivalry with the USA. 7 
In dealing with the Soviet theory of ‘non-capitalist’ development I mupioee ss 


- 
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bourgeois class content and also pointed out that according to this theory 
successful ‘non-capitalist’ development is dependent upon close cooperation with 
the Soviet Union, integration into the international ‘socialist’ division of labour, 
recognition of the leading role of, and close alliance with the Soviet Union. In fact, 
this latter of the two main features of the theory must be regarded as the more 
important one as it becomes increasingly clear that it is embedded in overall Soviet 
hegemonic policy in the Third World. As two Soviet writers, Solodovnikovy, at 
present his country’s ambassador in Zambia, and Bogoslovsky state: 


Of vital importance to the countries on the non-capitalist road and their 
governments is the establishment and expansion of close ties of sincere 
cooperation with the Soviet Union...°? 


It is indicative of the stress now being put on the Soviet Union as the necessary 
condition for the independence of Third World countries that the term ‘socialist 
orientation’ has been introduced and is explicitly used as a term identical in 
meaning to ‘non-capitalist’ development. The most clearcut proof of the theory’s 
prime content, however, is given by the practice of putting the label ‘non-capitalist’ 
and ‘socialist oriented’ onto a country one day and taking it away the next, using 
the respective country’s attitude towards the Soviet Union as the only measure. 

Somalia was defined as being on the ‘non-capitalist’ road until it cancelled its 
“treaty of friendship and cooperation” with the Soviet Union in 1977. Without the 
government, let alone the class character of the ruling class having changed, for 
Soviet theory Somalia had changed from a ‘progressive’ ‘non-capitalist’ to a 
‘reactionary’ country. Egypt is another good example. In their book on ‘non- 
capitalist’ development Solodovnikov and Bogoslovsky praise Egypt page after 
page for its ‘non-capitalist’ line of close cooperation with the Soviet Union. They 
even go to the extreme of claiming that President Nasser, known and acclaimed 
throughout the world as one of the initiators and leading representatives of the 
non-aligned. movement, regarded “friendship and cooperation with the Soviet 
Union as the strategic line (!) of the Arab Republic of Egypt’s foreign policy, ’*3 
Egypt was finally fed up of being blackmailed by the Soviet Union and used.asa 
pawn in that country’s power struggle with the USA in the Near East, and cancelled 
its “treaty of friendship and cooperation” in 1976 all earlier songs of praise were 
forgotten, and for Soviet theory Egypt did not qualify for the label ‘non-capitalist’ 
any longer. 

Embedded in Soviet hegemonic policy the formulations of the theory of ‘non- 
capitalist’ development have become more aggressive as the Soviet Union itself has 
gone increasingly into the offensive to increase its spheres of influence throughout 
the Third World and elsewhere. Ulyanovsky, a deputy director in the international 
department of the Central Committee of the CPSU, leaves no doubt about his view 
that without support from and cooperation with the Soviet Union there can be no 
‘non-capitalist’ development, and the sooner the ‘progressive’ forces in Third 
World countries realize this the better for them! Ulyanovsky writes: 


The objective necessity of cooperation of the socialist countries with national 
democracy confronts the latter with certain requirements, too. The positions 
on which the foreign policy of the countries of the “third world” were based 
hitherto must be made more precise and developed further. Positive 
neutrality and non-interference today do not meet the requirements put 
before the foreign policy of the young nation states any more! Non-capitalist 
development is not possible on such a basis. In the interests of the common 
Struggle against imperialism it demands moving closer to the socialist 
community, clear understanding of the social nature of socialism and 
‘mperialism as well as the refutal of the theories of the “poor and rich 
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countries” or of the “two superpowers” which are based on the negation of 
the class character of the two world systems. One still encounters relapses 
into these theories by a few national democrats: they lead to a certain distrust 
towards the socialist countries, to isolationist slogans overestimating one’s 
own forces and similar appearances. Experience is the best teacher, it will 
bring national democrats to an understanding of the necessity of 
strengthening relations with the socialist countries, which sometimes still 
occurs with certain reservations.” 


Experience is more likely to strengthen “certain reservations” already widespread 
among Third World countries, whether ‘non-capitalist’ or not. Quite rightly, they 
refuse to accept the view that their economic independence from the existing 
international economic order should mean entering a new dependence on the 
Soviet Union and the East bloc. For them the alternative is not between one of the 
two superpower systems, but between independence and dependence: In an 
editorial published during the “Group of 77” conference in Arusha the Daily News 
brought this point home when it wrote: 


In discussions concerning the New International Economic Order, there is a 
tendency for some of the socialist countries to uphold their system as the 
New International Economic Order and to sort of urge advocates of NIEOto 
join them.®> 


This view, the Daily News editorial refuted. It pointed out that among those 
countries generally referred to as socialist countries there is as much diversity as 
arpong poor countries. “With such diversity, it is not at all realistic for anyone to 
urge the poor countries to join the socialist camp as the only way to bring about a 
New International Economic Order.” Rather than for the poor countries to join the 
Soviet Union, it is for the socialist countries to support the Third World in its 
struggle for a NIEO, and to support them on the basis of equality, mutual respect 
and non-interference. “It is our fervent hope”, the Daily News editorial concluded 
somewhat uncertainly, “that they will not be found wanting in this regard.” 

Ulyanovsky’s statements and, primarily, Soviet policy in the international 
arena and in international conferences debating the NIEO during the past years 
leave little doubt that the Soviet Union, for one, will continue to oppose the Third 
World demand for a New International Economic Order as well as all attempts to 
strengthen unity and cooperation among Third World countries. What is 
progressive for independent development perspectives in the Third World runs 
counter to superpower interests. 
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A CRITIQUE OF ISSA SHIVJVS BOOK 
M. Mamdani and H. Bhagat 


Comrade Issa, 


We welcome your book on Class Struggle in Tanzania as an attempt to concretely 
analyze classes in Tanzania (mainland), and furthermore, to sketch in outline from 
the class struggle since independence. It is imperative, we believe, that what has 
emerged as an individual effort be collectively developed through study, criticism 
and transformation. Only then can we ensure the development of a scientific 
theory. 

It is in order to begin such an ideological discussion among comrades that we 
undertake in this letter to outline our differences with the analysis in your book. 

We propose to focus on the question of method, deriving from it a few remarks 
on your concrete analysis of classes, while leaving aside for further discussion the 
analysis of the concrete Tanzanian situation. 


On Method 
THE CLASS RELATION 


The fundamental shortcoming of the book, we believe, is its failure to grasp that 
the class relation is a relation of production. Indeed, you yourself quote Lenin’s 
definition of social classes as: © . 


Large groups of people differing from each other by the place they occupy in 
the historically determined system of social production; by their relation (in 
some cases fixed and formulated in law) to the means of production; by their 
role in the social organisation of labour, and, consequently by the 
dimensions and mode of acquiring the share of social wealth of which they 
dispose. ! 


Nevertheless, when it comes to your analysis of the Tanzanian situation you 
explain “the criteria that are implied in (1) marking off the petty bourgeoisie from 
the other classes and (2) intra-class divisions” as Income; Education; Standard of 
living and life-style (urban milieu); Control of or potentially effective participation 
in the decision-making bodies; the role occupied in the production process; and 
control of our proximity to state apparatuses. 

This is bourgeois social science, not historical materialism. Its political 
consequence is immediately evident in the example you give on the footnote to the 
same page: “A machine-operator, involved fully in the production process (a 
Productive worker), may be earning as much as or probably more than a clerk 
{unproductive worker) coming close to the life-style and consumptive pattern of 
the lower salaried, the lower levels of the petty bourgeoisie, should he therefore be 
Included in the petty bourgeoisie? Undoubtedly, the chart raises many such 
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difficult questions for precise class demarcation. But such demarcation is not 
absolutely necessary for the analysis of class struggle. There are overlaps between 
classes and there are ‘fringes’ around the ‘cores’ of the classes. The problem is 
therefore statistical rather than political.” 

We may point out two things here. First, classes are here defined as income 
groups, not in their relation to the process of production. For a Marxist, a 
productive worker, no matter how high or low his payment, is a member of the 
proletariat. Secondly, unlike what the book claims, such demarcation ts absolutely 
necessary for the analysis of class struggle; the question is not statistical, but 
political. 


IMPERIALISM AND THE ANALYSIS OF CLASSES 


The analysis of imperialism must be integral to that of classes in the neo-colony. 
The fact that the main discussion on imperialism has been relegated to the 
appendix has serious methodological consequences. First, the analysis of classes 
appears ahistorical. Second, class analysis is often abstracted from that of 
imperialism. Let us take what we consider to be the most important example here. 

In its analysis of the commercial bourgeoisie, the book defines as comprador 
only “managers and executives, etc. employed by foreign companies” (p. 45). On 
the other hand, in the theoretical section, the national bourgeoisie in Africa is 
simply dismissed as non-existent, in fact as “neither national nor bourgeoisie.” If 
the vast majority of commercial bourgeoisie was neither comprador nor national, 
what was it? The book doesn’t even raise the question. Even the occassion to raise 
such a question doesn’t arise, principally because at no point does the book discuss 
the relation of the commercial bourgeoisie to the British monopoly bourgeoisie. 

The whole of the bourgeoisie in the neo-colonies is dominated by imperialism. 
Whithin this subordinate bourgeoisie, we must classify different sections: 
comprador and national. Compradorism has had various forms historically, its 
classical form being the commercial bourgeoisie, based entirely on the colonial 
export—import trade, and with little autonomy from its imperial masters. The 
comprador industrial bourgeoisie, risen on the base of import-substituting 
industrialization, must however be seen as a different historical form, with its own 
secondary contradictions with imperialism, nonetheless principally defining its 
own interests in harmony with those of imperialism. Separate from this is the 
national bourgeoisie, a tiny fraction whose production is based on national 
resources and the national market, and which finds its interests threatened by the 
imperialist export of capitaland commodities. It is national not because it exercises 
hegemonic control over the national productive forces, but because it has 
aspirations to do so. In the context of imperialist domination, the composition of 
the national bourgeoisie must be seen as constantly shifting. Economically of 
marginal importance, politically this bourgeoisie is of great significance given its 
ideological influence over the petty bourgeois masses. 

As is obvious from the above, we would argue that the whole of the commercial 


bourgeoisie, and not simply managers and executives employed in foreign firms, 
was comprador. 


SUBJECTIVISM 


There are moments when the analysis in the book slavishly capitulates to the 
dominant ideology. Let us take two outstanding examples. 
On page 14, we are told why the small Asian trader was a ‘capitalist’ but not the 
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small African trader: “The determining characteristic marking off the Asian trader 
as a ‘capitalist’ was that a portion of his profits went for capitalist accumulation, 
Even the smallest of the Asian retailers, who in practice consumed almost all his 
profit, always worked with a view and an aspiration to ‘save’ for accumulation. the 
specific difference which marks out capitalist ideology. The small African producer. 
the peasant or retailer, on the other hand, consumed all his ‘profits’ thus 
distinguishing him from a typical member of the Asian community.”4 

What about the petty bourgeoisie from Kilimanjaro and Bukoba? One would 
want to ask. Nonetheless, the larger point is that what has been dished out here is 
colonial racial ideology, not even nationalist obfuscation. 

Further on in the text, we come across an examination of the business practices 
of the commercial bourgeoisie in the process of ‘death and disintegration’. 


Unofficial and illegal means have taken over. Bourgeois standards of 
‘history’ (‘Honesty is the best policy!) have been completely eroded. There 
has been a spectacular decline in respect for bourgeois law and bourgeois 
business ethics.... The crumbling of established channels and the 
conspicuous decline in ‘business morality’ are themselves signs of the 
declining nature of the commercial bourgeoisie.° 


The implication, it would seem, is that there was once an age, not simply 
quantitatively but also qualitatively different, when bourgeoisie standards of 
‘honesty’ and fair play held sway, when the bourgeoisie put into practice its own 
moral ideology. Bourgeois morality and ethics, however, have never been for 
practicing, always for preaching. Its morality is the posture the bourgeoisie 
presents to other classes. It is its self-portrait that it would have others take 
seriously. And, we might add, the principal captive of bourgeois ideology in this 
sphere has been the petty bourgeoisie! The fact is the morality that has eroded over 
the last decade has been that of the (Asian) petty bourgeoisie! 


A MECHANISTIC APPROACH 


At moments, the book shows traces of the mechanistic approach, especially in 
the historical thread that runs through the analysis. For one, there isa conception, 
we believe totally alien to Marxism, of class struggles that are ‘pure’and those that 
are ‘impure’. The theoretical section informs us that “While class struggle 
constitutes the motive force in history, it is not always clear and pure as class 
struggle”.° In the middle of the text we are assured of “a ‘purer’ form of class struggle 
after independence.” And finally, towards the end, the claim is made that “the 
liquidation of the inherited racial structures was conditio sine qua non for 
‘purifying’ the class struggles.” It would seem we have before us yet another 
interpretation of the history of class struggles: from the impure to the pure! Also, 
One might add, as the last quotation indicates, there is a strong tendency in the book 
to turn whatever political struggles have taken place in Tanzania into historically 
necessary struggles. The study of history thus turns into an historicism. 


CONCRETE ANALYSIS OF CLASSES 
THE COMMERCIAL BOURGEOISIE 
The book most unscientifically takes a racial group, the Indians, and lumps them 


together as a commercial bourgeoisie.The vast majority of the Asian in 
Tanzania —traders, clerks, civil servants, teachers, artisans —must be scientifically 
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characterised as petty bourgeois. This is so regardless of their domination by 
bourgeois ideology, failure to organize as a “political conflict group” separately 
from that small number who can scientifically be characterised as commercial 
bourgeois, social origin or rate of social mobility —all the reasons you give for 
assimilating this petty bourgeoisie into the commercial bourgeoisie and then 
presenting us with the transformation of an ethnic group into a class! 

Once the book identifies all the Asians as a commercial bourgeoisie, it can then 
claim that the commercial bourgeoisie, (i.e. the Asians) begins to disintegrate with 
the Arusha Declaration and that this process is more or less complete with the 
nationalization of buildings. Thus the conclusion: “The commercial bourgeoisie is 
a dying class. The essential condition of its reproduction—accumulation of 
capital is eroded.” On the other hand, once we recognize that the Asians in 
Tanzania comprised two classes, the vast majority petty bourgeois and a small 
minority commercial bourgeois, it becomes clear that we must identify separately 
the response of each to the events beginning with the Arusha Declaration. We 
would argue that it remains an open question, open to empirical investigation, to 
what extent the crisis of the “Asian community” has been that of the petty 
bourgeoisie and the extent to which it has been the crisis of the commercial 
bourgeoisie. Also, the book claims thatafter the Arusha Declaration, Asian capital 
went principally into real estate property. We would question this and point out the 
importance of empirical study to identify the extent to which the capital of the 
commercial bourgeoisie was transformed into industrial capital with investments 
in import-substituting industrialization. 


THE BUREAUCRATIC BOURGEOISIE 


The term bureaucratic bourgeoisie, we believe, has been used most 
unscientifically in the book. To begin with, Chapter Seven indentifies the period 
after Uhuru as that of “the rise of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie. "10 Concretely, we 
are told that the bureaucratic bourgeoisie and not (as) a class distinct from the 
petty bourgeoisie.”!' Now, previously the petty bourgeoisie was merged into the 
commercial bourgeoisie, but here we have the bureaucratic bourgeoisie becoming a 
part of the petty bourgeoisie! An identity of Opposites, one might say! Further 
more, the chart on page 88 once again identifies the bureaucratic bourgeoisi as a 
part of the petty bourgeoisie, now concretely indentifying its members as heads of 
government ministries, of parastatals, of the civil service, and of the military. The 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie is thus identified with heads of governmental bodies, that 
1S, the state apparatus. We conclude that in the book the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ 
simply become another term for what the bourgeois political scientist calls the 
‘political elite.’ | 

The fact that the concept of a ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ has been used most 
unscientifically in the book should not lead Marxist-Leninists to discard it. On the 
other hand, it is crucial that we grasp it scientifically. Only when the state power 
becomes, through nationalizations of means of production, not simply the agent of 
oppression, but also that of exploitation; and a social group, because of its control 
over the state, exercises control over means of production, only then can we 
identify the emergence of bureaucrat-capital and thus of a _bureaucrat- 
bourgeoisie. That Property under concrete historical circumstances assumes 
another legal form, in this case the public form, should not blind Marxist-Leninists 
to the fact that it still remains private (class) property. It should thus be clear that 
the bureaucrat—bourgeoisie is neither the ‘political elite’ nor simply the 
bureaucracy. In this scientific sense, then, we can identify the emergence of a 





bureaucrat-bourgeoisie in Tanzania after the nationalizations accompanying the 


Arusha Declaration. Needless to say, this class emerged in the Sua imperialist 
hegemony over the semi-colony and aa. by the monopoly bourgeoisie of 
ialis ‘| ist be concretely studied. . 
Sethe icion: ES aac the ventas occasionally manifest an unfortunate 
eclecticism, evident, not only in the theoretical framework and the a Class 
analysis, but also in its bibliographical references and suggestions to the reader, 
For example, we are told to read Baran, Fanon and . Nyerere on wh) | no 
independent capitalist development is possible in the third worle countries. 2 
Bettleheim and Sweezy on the transition to third world countries,! Bettleheim and 
Sweezy on the transition to socialism,!? and E.H. Carron the meaning of history," 
even when the quote used is but a paraphrase of Engels in Anti-Duhring. . 
Nonetheless, we consider the book a step forward, representing a stage in the 
development of Marxist thought in our countries, a stage in which the struggle is to 
free ourselves from the influence of the dominant bourgeoisie and petty bourgeois 
ideology. For this same task, we believe it extremely important for a widespread 
ideological debate to develop among Marxist-Leninists using as a starting point the 
criticism of various attempts made by comrades to scientifically understand our 
reality. We hope this letter contributes to the beginning of this ideological debate. 
With fraternal greetings. 


NOTES 


Issa Shivji, Class Struggles in Tanzania, Tanzania Publishing House, Dar es 
‘Salaam, 1976, p. 19. 

Ibid. p. 87. 

Ibid p. 87. 

Ibid. p. 20. In fact, the book even suggests that the Third World bourgeoisies be termed 
‘lumpen-bourgeoisies.’ a Ja Baran. This is in spite of the admission in the text that 
“Tumpen appears to give the idea that the ‘bourgeoisie’ was outside of the social 
production process which is of course not the case.” And yet, the term is salvaged because 
we are told “its limited use can be most descriptive!” (p. 21) And indeed, on p. 44 (note 24) 
it is used as such! 


— 


BRWN 


5 Ibid. p. 44. 
6 Ibid. p. 84. 
7 Void. -p: 8. 

8 Ibid. p. 48. 
9 Ibid. p. 98. 
10 Abid, p82, 
1d dbid. p, 63. 
2. Abid-p.67. 
13° dbid. p, 10, 
14 Ibid. p. 63. 
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COMMENTS ON THE POLITICAL ECONOMY 
OF IMPERIALISM 


M. Mamdani and H. Bhagat 


Comrade Dan, 


We welcome your manuscript on The Political Economy of Imperialism as a 
contribution towards attaining a scientific understanding of imperialism in our 
epoch. The manuscript raises numerous issues the discussion of which we 
believe will enhance ideological clarity among Marxist-Leninists in our countries. 
In this letter, we limit ourselves to outlining our differences with your analysis of 
modern imperialism. So long as we struggle in the midst of class society, we can 
expect ideological differences among Marxist-Leninists. Their principled 
resolution requires an open ideological discussion among comrades. Only such a 
method of work, in line with the the real movement of people’s struggles, can ensure 
the emergence of a scientific theory. We are confident that a principled discussion 
on issues raised by your manuscript will lead to unity at a higher level. 


ON IMPERIALISM 


The manuscript attempts an historical analysis of the post-World War II 
ascendency of U.S. imperialism, through a multilateral strategy, to the position of 
global hegemony: ‘This elaborate, octopus-like imperialist tie-up of neo-colonial 
economies to suit imperialism’s global strategies is enabled toa great extent bythe 
multilateral imperialist institutions set up in the post-war period to serve its 
interest.’ (p. 470) Central to this multilateral strategy is the role of the World Bank 
and the International Monetary Fund which act as ‘the coordinator(s) of world 
finance capital’. (p. 479) At one point in the analysis, in fact, the manuscript even 
suggests the centralization of this ‘world finance capital’ under the hegemony ofa 
section of the U.S. imperialist bourgeoisie: ‘Currently the [World] Bank is largely 
apr control of the Rockeffeller-Chase Manhattan-Standard Oil Group.’ (p. 

Although it makes occasional references to the fact of intra-imperialist rivalry, 
the principal thrust of the manuscript is to abstract from all contradictions except 
that between labour and capital. This is only possible because the manuscript 
absolutizes the concept of ‘centralization of capital’ arriving at a concept of ‘world 
finance capital’, emphasizing its unity in a one-sided manner. In other words, the 
manuscript Comes perilously close to taking the stand of ‘ultra-imperialism’ which 
Kautsky explained as ‘the joint exploitation of the world by internationally united 
finance capital in place of the mutual rivalries of national finance capits.’ (Quoted in 
Lenin, The Collapse of the Second International, Moscow, p. 19). 


*This statement is footnoted and the proof ascribed to J. Halliday, and G. McCormack, Japanese 
Imperialism Today, p. 51. . 
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The establishment of U.S, hegemony over European and Japanese capital is in 
fact only one aspect of the process, the ot her and the central aspect is the 
intensifying contradiction whithin the camp of American imperialism since the 
Second World War. In its Proposal Concerning the General Line of the 
International Communist Movement, the Central Committee of the Communist 


Party of China correctly stated: 


The following erroneous views should be repudiated on the question of the 
fundamental contradictions in the world:... 


(d) the view which denies that the development of the inherent contra- 
dictions in the contemporary capitalist world leads to a new situation 
in which the imperialist countries are locked in an intense struggle, and 
asserts that the contradictions among the imperialist countries can be 
reconciled, or even eliminated, by international agreements among the big 
monopolies. 


We believe that a political analysis of modern imperialism, if it is to show the way 
forward to a struggle against it, must analyse and reveal its various contradictions 
in both their particular importance and interrelations. In the rest of this section, we 
attempt short statement of these contradictions and, in doing so, underline in some 
detail our differences with the analysis presented in the manuscript. 


A. Contradictions among the Superpowers 


Conspicuous in the manuscript is the absence of any analysis of social 
imperialism. Coupled with this are references to the ‘socialist one-third of the 
world’ and the ‘socialist camp’ (p. 367). It is, of course, quite legitimate toattempta 
limited investigation. Such would be the case if your project were confined to an 
analysis of Western Imperialism. But both the title and the preface claim to be 
analysing imperialism in its totality. To then exclude social imperialism from one’s 
investigation is only to end up in reformism. 


B. Contradictions within the Bourgeoisie of Imperialist Countries 


Contrary to what the manuscript suggests, the financial oligarchy is not the 
entire bourgeoisie of the imperialist countries. It is, in fact, a stratum of the 
bourgeoisie, the monopoly bourgeoisie. Throughout the epoch of imperialism, 
alongside the contradictions within the monopoly bourgeoisie of an imperialist 
country, there exist contradictions between the monopoly and the non-monopoly 
bourgeoisie. As Mao Tse-tung analysed: ‘When the capitalism of the era of free 
competition developed into imperialism...the contradiction between monopoly 
and non-monopoly capital emerged.’(On Contradiction, p. 43) Withouta study of 
these contradictions in their totality, we shall be unable to comprehend such 
political events as, for example, the Watergate episode in the U:S. or the division in 
Britain over entry into the European Economic Community (ESE. Co) 


C. Contradictions between the Superpowers and the Second World 
(E.E.C., Japan, Eastern Europe) 


As the comrades of Communist Party of China (C.P.C.) have pointed out, the 
Struggle between the superpowers does not take place asa direct confrontation over 
One another’s territory, but as a struggle over intermediate territories, today the 
Third and Second World. Of course, the bourgeoisies of the Second World partake 


In the imperialist exploitation of the Third World; they are at the same time, 
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however, oppressed by the superpowers. This relation begets on their part both a 
limited struggle against the superpowers and a limited ‘strengthening (of) ties with 
the Third World so as to cope with the superpowers’. (Commentary by Hsinhua, 
correspondent, 3 March, 1977, ‘What does the Lome Convention signify’, in 
Peking Review, No. 11, 14 March, 1975, p. 19). We must learn from Lenin’s 
insistence on the Soviet power building a front with states which are bourgeois but 
nonetheless oppressed: 


We nowset as the main task for ourselves, to defeat the exploiters and to win 
the waverers to our side. This task isa worldwide one. The waverers include a 
whole series of bourgeois states, which as bourgois states hate us, but on the 
other hand, as oppressed states, prefer peace with us. (Report on the work of 
the All-Russian Central Executive Committee). 


In our analysis of the contradictions between the First and the Second World, we 
should analyze two contradictions, both separately and in their interconnection, 
‘the contradiction among imperialist countries and among monopoly capitalist 
groups’. (The General Line of the International Communist Movement, p. 6). 
While attempting an analysis of the relations between monopoly capitals, the 
manuscript totally abstracts from the relations between imperialist states. In order 
to underline the importance of the above, we shall give but two examples. 

First, without analyzing the contradictions between the First and the Second 
World countries, it is not possible to grasp the significance of either Gaullism in 
France or the politics of Heath’s Britain. It was under the leadership of the French 
state that the European imperialist states took the step to establish Euratom 
and build the Concorde in order to combat the hegemony of American 
monopolies. . 

Second, the significance of the agreement signed at the Lome Convention can 
not be grasped without analyzing this particular contradiction. The analysis in the 
manuscript one-sidedly concludes that the Convention was a victory for ‘the 
monopolies of the U.S. and Japan’. (p. 395) Yet the fact is that the nine E.E.C. 
countries signed the Convention in spite of the opposition of both the superpowers. 
Because the products of the European monopolies ceased to receive duty-free entry 
into the markets of the 46 African, Carribeanand Pacific countries, the manuscript 
concludes that the Convention ‘merely multi-lateralized the neo-colonial ties to 
other monopolies of the U.S. and Japan’. What is ignored is that the terms of the 
Convention-the access (duty- and quota-free, without any reciprocal treatment) to 
the E.E.C. countries for 99.2 percent of the products of the A.C.P. countries and 
the establishment of a fund by the E.E.C. to compensate the A.C.P. countries for 
any fall in the prices of primary products and raw materials -signifies a limited 
victory for the Third World. As the Peking Review commentary summed up, ‘This 
development in relations between the Second and the Third World countries 
favours the worldwide struggle against superpower hegemonism’. (ibid. p. 13) 

Marxist-Leninists in the semi-colonies must face two political tasks: to organize 
the people’s democratic struggles against their own ruling classes and to give the 
strongest impetus to the ruling classes of the Third World to struggle against 
superpower hegemonism. There may, of course, be a contradiction between the 
two tasks at particular moments. The only response would be to resolve these in a 
concrete situation through a concrete analysis. . 


D. Contradiction between Imperialists and the Third World 


poe, the manuscript touches on two issues, the ‘nationalization measures’ and 
the contemporary struggles for a ‘New Economic Order’, and presents what we 
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consider to be a static and partial a nalysis. 

Nationalizations in the Third World were not simply ‘granted’ by imperialism, 
although it attempted an adjustment once they were a reality. We must view the 
question historically. Nationalizations were the product of a long historical 
struggle beginning with the Mexican nationalizations of the 1940s through to 
Mussadegh in Iran, Arbenz in Guatemala and Nasser and the Suez crisis in 
Egypt- struggles that imperialism fought, lost and adjusted to in order to minimize 
these losses. The significance of these nationalizations must be grasped both 
economically and politically. The manuscript attempts only an economic analysis, 
here belittling them as simply ‘a nuisance to imperialism’. (p. 449) Although it 
correctly analyses these measures as ‘remain(ing) within the sphere of bargaining for 
higher prices’, the manuscript incorrectly dismisses their significance for two 
reasons. First, since it denies that the Third World peasantries are exploited 
through unequal exchange (this we shall deal with later), it cannot grasp the 
significance of limited struggles ‘within the sphere of bargaining for higher prices’. 
Second, the manuscript has an extremely one-sided conception of the objective 
tendency of imperialism to block the development of the productive forces in the 
semi-colonies. As Lenin emphasized in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, the 
general tendency of imperialism, of moribund capitalism, to block the 
development of the productive forces does not rule out in particular instances a 
limited development, as in the case of India, Egypt or Brazil. Such a limited 
development must be understood in the context of contradictions between the 
socialist and imperialist countries, intra-imperialist rivalries and anti-imperialist 
struggles. 

Similarly, the struggle to alter commodity prices through forming commodity 
producers’ organizations, which has today culminated in the call for ‘A New 
Economic Order’, has had a long history beginning with formation of the 
Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in 1960. Of course, as you 
correctly point out the the struggle for a ‘New Economic Order’, as that for 
nationalization, does not seek to alter production relations and is not in itselfa 
battle for socialism; nonetheless, these are anti-imperialist struggles and as such 
objectively form a part of the world socialist revolution, as Mao Tsetung pointed 
out in New Democracy. | 

Our analysis of the struggles of the Third World countries must also have a 
political dimension. As shown by the instances of the Vietnamese and the 
Cambodian revolutions, itis such struggles that give rise toa global anti-imperialist 
front whose main force are the Third World countries and which successfully win 
over, however temporarily, wavering elements from among the Second World 
countries. | 


E. Conclusion 


We believe that any analysis of contemporary imperialism by Marxist-Leninists 
must take as its point of departure the great ideological debate of 1960-63 on The 
General Line of the International Communist Movement, and particularly the 

me gla contribution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China. 
‘In its letter to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the Central Committee of 


the Communist Part ina j ifi 
Mi} y of China identified ‘the f SURE LS 
contemporary world’ as follows: ¢ fundamental contradictions in the 


the contradiction between the socialist and the imperialist camp; 


the contradiction bet 
Sa ween the proleta Sea 
capitalist countries; p riat and the bourgeoisie in the 
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the contradiction between the oppressed nations and imperialism, 
the contradiction among imperialist countries and among monopoly 
capitalist groups. (p. 6) 


While all these fundamental contradictions exist today, the principal contradiction 
is that between the oppressed nations and imperialism. As the CP.C. stated; 


The various types of contradictions in the contemporary world are 
concentrated in the vast areas of Asia, Africa and Latin America; these are 
most vulnerable areas under imperialist rule and the storm centres of world 


revolution dealing direct blows at imperialism. 


We hold this analysis to be correct with regard to the international situation today. 
The above analysis of is importance because various deviations within the 
Marxist movement can be traced ideologically to a one-sided exaggeration of one 
of these contradictions. As the C.P.C. document warned, “These contradictions 
and the struggles to which they give rise are interrelated and influence each other. 
Nobody can obliterate any of these fundamental contradictions or subjectively 
substitute one for all the rest’. a 
The revisionists one-sidedly substituted the contradiction between the socialist 
campand the imperialist camp in place of the rest. The populist ‘Third Worldists’ of 
today, on the other hand, see the contradiction between imperialism and the 
oppressed nations as not only the principal but also the only fundamental 
contradiction in the world, thus denying the importance of proletarian leadership 
and seeing the anti-imperialist revolutionary struggles in the Third World as not 
only the main content but also the leading force of the world revolution. We 
repudiate such a populist stance. Finally, the Trotskyist deviation one-sidedly 
emphasizes the contradiction between labour and capital and substitutes it for the 
rest. We believe the argument in the manuscript objectively takes this latter 
-position. This is in spite of the position taken in the conclusion because, as we argue 
in the next section, the conclusion regarding the necessity of the people’s 
democratic revolution doesn’t follow from the argument in the manuscript. 


ON THE PEOPLES DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION 


Towards the conclusion, the manuscript poses the question of the character of 
‘the international proletarian revolution’: 


Firstly what is the character of the revolution in the imperialist centres? 
Clearly this is a struggle betwen the metropolitan bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat in which the proletariat has first to settle accounts with its 
national bourgeoisie and financial oligarchy....In order for the working 
class to establish meaningful control over its labour, it must move to take 
Political power to establish a socialist state. Here, therefore, a socialist 
revolution is clearly posed. On the other hand, the struggle in the colonial, 
semi-colonial and neo-colonial countries, still under the dominating 
influence of imperialism, require different strategies and tactics. The true 
understanding of these requires a scientific study of the concrete 
revolutionary situation in which these struggles have been or are being 
vaned in order to establish basic principles, ‘Pure theory’ would not do. (497. 


Whereas the above passages draw out certain general principles on the character of 
the revolution in the imperialist countries (that it is a ‘socialist revolution’in which 
SN Proletariat has first to settle accounts with its national bourgeoisie and 
mancial oligarchy’), we find it incredible that they have nothing to say on the 
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people’s democratic revolution in the semi-colonies. 
(‘Pure theory would not do’). To en 
the general principles of the peoples democratic 1ev0/ On eine ane 
scientific analysis of imperialist exploitation in the neo-C¢ ROLE ae sa a . : 
velations and finally, the character of the semi-colonial state. The peru: e 
SLANE at follows towards the end of the 


Vietnamese and the Chinese experiences the eater ctear oi i 
manuscript can only augment such an analysis; it cannot be a suv: 


A. Political Economy: Forms of Imperialist Exploitation 


While we agree with the critique of Emmanuel Arrighi’s thesis on “unequal 
exchange’ in the manuscript we cannot accept the conclusion drawn from it, that is, 
the total rejection of any possibility of exploitation in the neo-colonies through the 
exchange of unequal values. The critique of Arrighi rightly returns to Marx S 
polemic against Proudhon to underline the fact that the worker's exploitation 
doesn’t take place in the sphere of circulation but in the process of production. The 
point, however, is to explain the exploitation of the peasant producer. 

Imperialism’s inability to qualitatively transform the productive forces in the 
neo-colonies means that the vast majority of the direct producers remain as small 
commodity producers: peasants are not transformed into proletarians. The 
peasant doesn’t sell his labour-power, he sells his product and his exploitation is the 
result of the undervaluation of his product. ‘Unequal exchange’ explains the 
exploitation of the petty commodity producer in the neo-colony, not of the worker. 
To emphasize, ‘unequal exchange’ here refers not to the exploitation of countries 
but to that of non-proletarian producers. Recently, a comrade in the Peking 
Review emphasized the significance of this form of exploitation: 


general principles of the peo 
Instead, we are given an empirical ruse 


It is known to all that the present price relationships between primary 
products and finished goods in the international market came into existence 
as imperialism occupied a monopoly position. This relationship in itself 
represents an exchange of unequal values. The Soviet revisionists go one 
better than the capital-imperialists in buying cheap and selling dear.... 
Prices of Soviet exports to Third World countries are generally 15-25 percent 
higher than world market prices while the prices of Soviet imports from 
Third World countries are 10-15 percent lower. This means an additional 
exchange of unequal values on top of the imperialist exchange of unequal 
values, a case of double exploitation. (Non Ching, “Social-Imperialism, 
Rapacious International Exploiter”, Peking Review, 45, 1974, p. 17) 


The manuscript confines itelf to the exploitation of the workers but has nota word 
to say of the peasant’s exploitation. While capital exploits both, what we have in 


the latter case is capitalist exploitation on the basis of pre-capitalist forms of 
production. 


B. Class Relations 


It is extremely important that we possess a scientific analysis of the classes that 
form in the neo-colonieg under imperialist hegemony. Here we find the manuscript 
Be unsatisfactory and confusing. Let us take but one example, 3 
Out trac in the neo-colonies, the manuscript has the following to say: 
eerie he ‘eg 4 capital for production in the neo-colony, a “national bourgeoisie” 
production,’ in reality was but a petty bourgeoisie in the process of colonial 

- (p. 387) We must have a strictly scientific understanding of the 
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rich peasantry) may appropriate surplus-value. The petty bourgeois masses, as 
Lenin called them, are part of the working masses. The relation of the bourgeoisie, 
on the other hand, to the production process is strictly that of the appropriation of 
surplus-value. A neo-colonial bourgeoisie may retain only a part of the surplus- 
value it extracts, the bulk of it accumulating as the capital of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie. Nonetheless, the division of this surplus-value must be seen as a 
division between two bourgeois classes on the basis of the relative strength of each. 
On the question of the bourgeoisie, the manuscript has very little to say, it would 
seem because, for the most part, it denies that any such class exists in the neo- 
colonies. Though several references exist to the national bourgeoisie, the very term 
is put in inverted commas. If the purpose is to deny the validity of sucha concept, it 
should be clearly stated. If not, we wonder why the inverted commas. 
The whole of the bourgeoisie in neo-colonies 1s dominated by imperialism. 
Within this subordinate bourgeoisie, however, we must distinguish different 
sections, comprador and national. Compradorism has had various forms 
historically, its classical form being the commercial bourgeoisie, based entirely on 
the colonial export-import trade, with no role to play in production, and therefore 
with little autonomy from its imperial master. The comprador industrial 
bourgeoisie, risen on the base of import-substituting industry, however, must be 
seen as a different historical form, based on production, with its own secondary 
contradictions with imperialism, nonetheless principally defining its own interests 
in harmony with those of imperialism. Separate from this is the national 
bourgeoisie, a tiny fraction whose production is based on national resources and 
the national market, and which finds its interests threatened by the imperialist 
export of capital and commodities. It is national, not because it exercises 
hegemonic control over the national productive forces, but because it has 
aspirations to do so. In the context of imperialist domination, the composition of 
the national bourgeoisie must be seen as constantly shifting. Economically of little 
importance, politically this bourgeoisie is of great importance, given its ideological 
influence over the petty bourgeois masses. The national bourgeoisie’s 
contradiction with imperialism must be objectively studied and exploited. 


C. The Semi-Colonial State 


While the manuscript has very little to say on this issue, we take this opportunity 
to make a few brief remarks so as to begin a discussion on this very important 
question. 

The transition from a colony to a semi-colony must be principally understood as 
a political transition, in the form of the state. Both the colonial and the semi- 
colonial states are different forms of the bourgeois state. While ina colony political 
power exercised by a metropolitan bourgeoisie goes hand-in-hand with 
imperialist exploitation, in the case of a semi-colony there is a radical rupture 
between economic exploitation and political oppression. The state, the apparatus 
of oppression, is now managed by a class situated within the semi-colony; on the 
other hand, imperialist exploitation continues. This is why the ruling class in a 
semi-colony must be viewed in its dependent relation toa particular imperialism(s). 
Central to the concept of the semi-colony is an intra-imperialist rivalry politically 
mediated through classes (or fractions of classes) within the semi-colony. As Lenin 
emphasized in Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism: 


Since we are speaking of colonial policy in the epoch of capitalist 
imperialism, it must be observed that finance capital and its foreign policy, 
which is the struggle of the great powers for the economic and political 


division of the world, give rise to a number of transitional forms of state 
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are the two main groups of countries, those owning 
« J ; ~~ j 
colonies, and the colonies themselves, but a ahs Cals Bleu, of 
dependent countries which politically, are forma Ca mabe pentin( oh 
are enmeshed in the net of financial and diplomatic dependence, typ O 


this epoch. (Collected Works, Vol. 22, p. 263) 


dependence. Not only 


Mao Tsetung further clarified: 


When imperialism carries on its opression not by war, but by mee 
means political, economic and cultural—the ruling classes in semi-co onia] 
countries capitulate to imperialism, and the two form analliance for the joint 
oppression of the masses of the people. (On Contradiction, In Four Essays 
on Philosophy, p. 52) 


Some comrades have advanced the position that the ruling class ina semi-colony 
is the international bourgeoisie. We find such a position highly economistic giving 
the international bourgeoisie a political unity it doesn’t possess, not the least 
because there doesn’t exist an international bourgeoisie state. While Lenin so well 
expressed the relation of politics to economics in his epigram ‘politics is the 
concentrated expression of economics’, he also found it necessary to specify that 
‘politics doesn’t obediently follow economics’. The principal flaw in 
conceptualizing the international bourgoisie as the ruling class ina semi-colony is 
that it abstracts from intra-imperialist rivalry. We would emphasize that ina semi- 
colony the ruling class must be seen as situated within the social formation. The 
relative autonomy of sucha dependent ruling class is based on three objective facts: 


1. The contradiction between the imperialist and the socialist countries. A 
recent example here is the decision by the ruling classes of Tanzania and 
Zambia, in the face of united imperialist opposition, to go ahead with 
the construction of the Tanzam railroad, economically made possible 
by socialist assistance. 

2. The contradiction between imperialist capital and that between 
imperialist countries. 

3. The level of development of productive forces within the semi-colony 
depending on the extent to which capitalist relations have penetrated 
the particular economy. 


D. Conclusion 


Without a scientific explanation of the exploitation of the peasantry, the call for 
a worker-peasant alliance will remain but a subjective slogan; its content 2nd its 
basis will remain inexplicable. : 

Secondly, a scientific analysis of both the petty bourgeoisie and the bourgeoisie — 
and furthermore, of the division between the national and the comprador sections 
of the bourgeoisie— is necessary to define the content of a united front fora people’s 
democratic revolution. Not only does the manuscript fail to provide such an 
analysis, it summarily dismisses the petty bourgeoisie as the ‘henchmen’ of the 
monopoly bourgeoisie. (p. 400) With the petty bourgeoisie dismissed. the united 
front is thrown out of the window. Any attempt to construct one and bring th 
ee bourgeoisie within its fold would be sheer opportunism. We would se: a 
nai “ane pee Ase POnsweviaic; scientifically defined, formsa part of the 
revolution is anextremely ‘Satya Devimonie in stoeonganlsis aging eratic 

» Including not only the petty bourgeoisie but 


Use , however, is that the conclusion doesn’t 
Is in the text; in fact, it flatly contradicts it. : 
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Finally, it is important to correctly understand the nature of the semi-colonial 

ruling class and state in order to understand the character of the principal 
contradiction at different stages of the struggle. Mao Tsetung, generalizing from 
the experience of the Chinese revolution, points out that ‘when imperialism carries 
on its oppression not by war, but by milder means...often employ(ing) indirect 
methods rather than direct action in helping the reactionaries in the semi-colonia] 
countries to oppress the people...the internal contradictions become particularly 
sharp’ (On Contradiction, p. 52). For those who argue that the international 
bourgeoisie is the ruling class in the semi-colonies, there can be no distinction 
between internal as opposed to external contradictions in a semi-colony. The 
proponents of such a position, to be consistent, must in fact maintain that the 
international bourgeoisie is the ruling class in all but the socialist countries. For 
them, the principal contradiction, globally and in every single capitalist country, 
from here unto the birth of world communism, must be that between the 
international bourgeoisie and the international working class. Thus we have the 
stage set for the world revolution which itself can no longer be conceptualized as 
covering an entire epoch, with different stages and an uneven development, but as 
one single world-historical act. In such a conception, there is no room for the 
people’s democratic revolution. Marxist-Leninists, on the other hand, must 
conceptualize the revolutionary struggle concretely, in terms of stages. For each 
stage of the struggle, then we must identify concretely the principal contradiction, 
and following that, the content of the united front under the leadership of the 
working class. 

Before we conclude, comrade, we would like to point out that, in the interest of 
beginning a process of collectively arriving at a scientific understanding of 
imperialism and the struggle against it, we have found it necessary to focus on our 
differences. The strength of the manuscript, particularly the relations it underlines 
between Marx’s analysis of Capital and Lenin’s theory of Imperialism, we consider 
to be a scientific contribution to the development of Marxist-Leninist ideology in 
our part of the world. We hope this letter will be but the beginning of a principled 
and disciplined discussion among East African comrades. 

With fraternal greetings. 


Mahmood and Bhagat 
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WHO IS THE RULING CLASS IN THE 
SEMI-COLONY? 


Yash Tandon 


Comrades Mahmood and Bhagat. 


Your initiative at writing a critique of comrades Issa’s and Dan’s manuscripts Is 
most welcome. It is to be hoped that througha principled and comradely discussion 
of the various issues you raise, we shall have enhanced both a scientific 
understanding of our present conjuncture and the methods of resolving 
contradictions amongst comrades. In writing this I donot intend to pre-empt either 
Issa or Dan, for it is ultimately for them to answer the issues you raise. However, I'd 
like to join in the discussion at this early stage, partly to give my support for your 
initiative, and partly to draw your attention to what, in my opinion, appear to be 
certain contradictions or apparent contradictions in your two critiques. | am 
myself, therefore, not commenting on the two comrades’ works, only picking up on 
a few issues from your two letters. 


The question of classes and the state in neo- or semi-colony 


You draw a very important distinction in your letter to Issa. Talking about the 
bureaucrat bourgeoisie, you say: 


Only when state power becomes through nationalization of means of 
production not simply the agent of oppression, butalso that of exploitation; 
and a social group, because of its control over the state, exercises control 
over means of production, only then can we identify the emergence of 
bureaucrat-capital and thus of a bureaucrat bourgeoisie. 


Quite so. Exploitation cannot be conceived in terms of just control over the state 
apparatus, that is surplus must be seen to be appropriated not as a result of 
managerial control over the state apparatus, but in the process of production itself 
as a result of a proprietorial control over the means of production. The exploiting 
class cannot simply be subsumed within the state machine; it has to be shown to 
€xist prior to and independently of the state apparatus, though, of course, it would 
use the state apparatus for purposes of organizing exploitative relations of 
production. 

You draw a correct distinction, but you fail then to follow through your 
reasoning, for the obvious next question is: who has a proprietorial (not just in the 
re sense) control over the means of production ina semi-colony like Tanzania? 
ee era patshon in his book, even if the data appears in the form of an 
; control over the means of production in Tanzania is not 
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Now to come back to your statement that only when a ‘social group...exercises 
control over the means of production’—and not simply because it has a managerial 
control over the state apparatus—‘only then can we identify the emergence of 
bureaucrat capital and thus of bureaucrat bourgeoisie’. How then can you say, a 
few lines later, that ‘In this scientific sense, then, we can identify the emergence ofa 
bureaucrat-bourgeoisie in Tanzania after the nationalizations accompanying the 
Arusha Declaration’—unless, of course, you were to deny the entire evidence in 
Shivji’s book. Are you really, in terms of your own definition, justified in calling 
this ‘social group’ a bureaucrat-bourgeoisie? Perhaps your next sentence referring 
to ‘imperialist domination over the semi-colony and its domination by the 
monopoly bourgeoisies of imperialist countries’ leads in the correct direction, but 
this still leaves the question of whether you were right in calling the local segment of 
the ruling class in a semi-colony a ‘bureaucrat bourgeoisie’. 

Perhaps you will resolve this difficulty by the addition of the word ‘comprador’ 
in front of ‘bureaucrat-bourgeoisie’. I don’t know. But if you did that, and given the 
fact you have already described the entire ‘commercial bourgeoisie’ as comprador 
in character also because it is ‘based entirely on the colonial export-import trade, 
and with little autonomy from its imperial masters’ then where exactly is your 
‘national’ bourgeoisie in a semi-colony like Tanzania? Is not Shivji then right in 
dismissing the ‘national bourgeoisie’ as non-existent? 

If the reasoning is correct so far, | might add in parenthesis that Comrade 
Nabudere too would be right in dismissing the existence of this class in his 
manuscript. 

Or is it perhaps the case that you regard the ‘bureaucrat bourgeoisie’ ina case like 
Tanzania to be ‘national’ in character rather than ‘comprador” Or, to puta subtler 
interpretation, national in aspiration, but comprador in reality? If this subtler 
formulation is the more correct, you would still be unjustified in referring to the 
Tanzania “bureaucrat bourgeoise as national in character. It would be more in 
line to call it ‘national-comprador’ in order to bring out its dual aspect, 1.e., its 
subordinate position vis-a-vis imperialism, and its aspiration to be independent, 
which, unless we were to take one version of a contemporary Trotskyist position, 
we know will never be fulfilled in the epoch of imperialism. Perhaps Nabudere’s 
‘national bourgeoisie’ (in inverted commas) is aimed at emphasizing this complex 
peculiarity of this social group rather than, as you suggest in you critique, ‘to deny 
the validity of the concept’, as a concept. 

Let me put the question squarely to you. Do you really think that there exists ina 

semi-colony like Tanzania a ‘bureaucrat bourgeoisie’ in your (correct) sense of the 
term? And if so, is it ‘national’ or ‘comprador (for you say in both your letters thata 
distinction must be drawn between these two)? Or is it neither? Or both? 
_ To put yet another interpretation, would you regard the ‘bureaucrat bourgeoisie’ 
in a semi-colony like Tanzania as divided within itself, one fraction being ‘national’ 
in character and the other ‘comprador” If so, which do you think, is the dominant 
fraction? 

Perhaps there is no answer to this question in the abstract, i.e. in abstraction 
from political practice, For is not the real point of analysis to provide a guide to 
action? And only in proletarian practice would the true character of the ‘national 
compradorial’ bourgeoisie reveal itself. In the meantime, it would be unnatural and 
unscientific to create a national bourgeoisie, anti-imperialist in character, if sucha 
national bourgeoisie did not exist, in order that a front then might be formed with it 
against imperialism. 

While we are at this point, let me also point out that I was somewhat surprised to 
read the following in your letter to Dan: 
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We would argue... that the petty boungeoisic, setentifically celine forms a 
part of anti-imperialist forces. The camp of the | Prop ne peonles 
democratic revolution is an extremely broad front, including not only the 
petty bourgeoisie but also the national bourgeoisic. 


This unfortunately, emphasizes only one side of the character of the national and 
petty bourgeoisie, a side that comes to the fore only with correct proletarian 
practice. In the absence of correct proletarian practice, even the petty-bourgeoisie, 
letalone the bourgeoisie, can become actually reactionary and anti-revolutionary. 
Contrast Chile with Vietnam and you have a full understanding of the dual character 
of the petty and national bourgeoisies, under different circumstances and different 
political practices. For as Lenin pointed out in his Two Tactics of Social- Democracy 
in the Democratic Revolution: 


The peasantry includes a great number of semi-proletarian as well as petty 
bourgeois elements. This causes it also to be unstable and compels the 
proletariat to unite in a strictly class party. But the insta bility of the 
peasantry differs radically from the instability of the bourgeoisie, for at the 
present time the peasantry is interested not so much in the absolute 
preservation of private property as in the confiscation of the landed estates... 
While this does not cause the peasantry to become socialist or cease to be 
petty-bourgeois, the peasantry is capable of becoming a whole-hearted and 
most radical adherent of the democratic revolution. The peasantry will 
inevitably become such if only the progress of revolutionary events, which is 
enlightening it, is not interrupted too soon by the treachery of the 
bourgeoisie and the defeat of the proletariat. Subject to this condition, the 
peasantry will become a bulwark of the revolution and the republic. 
(emphasis added). 


The question of the ruling class in a neo- or semi-colony 


Here you create a disjunction between the political and the economic, which is 
completely un-Marxist. 


While in a colony political power exercised by a metropolitan bourgeoisie 
goes hand-in-hand with imperialist exploitation, in the case of a semi- 
colony, there is a radical rupture between economic exploitation and 
political oppression. The state, the apparatus of oppression, is now managed 
by a class situated within the semi-colony; on the other hand, imperialist 
exploitation continues. (letter to Dan) 


Here you revert to a purely managerial concept of class, which you had earlier 
correctly criticized in your letter to Comrade Issa. There you reprimanded 
Comrade Issa for failing to grasp ‘that the class relations isa relation of production’ 
and correctly suggested that ‘the analysis of imperialism must be integral to that of 
classes in the neo-colony’. In your critique of Comrade Dan, on the other hand 
while admitting the importance of understanding imperialism, when it comes © 
integrating the analysis of classes with that of imperialism, once again you separate 
the two. You accused Comrade Issa of carrying outa ‘class analysis (which) is often 
abstracted from that of imperialism’, and then go on to do the same yourselves in 
your critique of Comrade Dan or at least this is what it looks like. Youcan’t have it 
both ways, 
wy ged eres a ae lies : your understanding of the ruling class. You have, 
SB SaDMINEh vdhace. i nis y managerial conception of the ruling class. That 
eantdivel vou ce a tied aA is the ruling class. But is it? 
Be ie ieee: of instances of neo-colonies (from Diem’s Vietnam 
ntral Airican Republic/ Empire) in which the group that you would 
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identify as ‘the ruling class’ is neither ‘ruling’ in anything more than a purely formal 
sense of the term, nor can it be strictly defined asa ‘class’ located, that is, at the level 
of the relations of production. 

Now perhaps it is difficult to formulate a general theory on the neo-colonial state 
that fits every case, but whatever it is, its essential components will have to be the 
relations between whatever group there is that ‘manages’ the state apparatus, and 
imperialism, whatever imperialist group is dominant in that particular social 
formation, and how these are related in reproducing the relations of production 
and exploitation. 

You appear to find it hard to understand how at least a segment of the ruling 
class, if not the whole of it, can be external to the national boundaries of the neo- 
colony itself. For you the ruling class must be exclusively internal to the neo- 
colony. But why is it difficult to conceptualize a neo-colony such as, for example, 
Gabon, where nothing has changed after independence except the colour of the 
men who now manage the state apparatus; indeed in many cases not even that? 
Objectively, the state and the economy perform exactly the same function as 
before. 

Part of your difficulty here is that you identify ‘international bourgeoisie’ to 
mean a monolithic, united bourgeoisie which, since it does not exist in this 
monolithic and united form, cannot form part of any ruling class, let alone part of 
the ruling class of a neo-colony. If that is your conception of ‘international 
bourgeoisie’ then you are indeed knocking down a man of straw. You quote from 
the General Line of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China to 
argue against those who would deny that there are internal contradictions amongst 
imperialist countries, and who assert instead that the contradictions among the 
imperialist countries can be reconciled, or even eliminated, by international 
agreements among the big monopolies. I did not get the impression, reading 
Comrades Dan’s manuscript, that he needed to be reminded about inter-imperialist 
contradictions with this quotation from the General Line, but I’d leave this for him 
to answer. 

Of course, finance capital has internal contradictions —contradictions between 
national capitals, contradictions between monopoly capital and non-monopoly 
capital, contradictions within monopoly capital. But what prevents one or more of 
these groups of finance capital from acquiring hegemony over a particular neo- 
colony, and becoming, in effect, its ruling class, or at least a segment of the ruling 
class? How else would you describe American imperialism’s hold over Diem’s Vietnam? 
Would you say it was an ‘alliance’ between American imperialism and a 
puppet regime placed in power by American imperialism itself? 

You are right that the contradictions between imperialist countries and between 
imperialist and socialist countries provide the basis for the relative autonomy of the 
dependent ruling classes in the neo-colonies. But these contradictions create the 
Possibility, not necessarily the actualization, of this relative autonomy for every 
neo-colony, and the degree of this relative autonomy varies from state to state. 
Tanzania and Zambia were able to build the Uhuru Railway with Chinese help, but 
not every neo-colony is in a position to do so. One has to analyze the concrete 
Situation in each case. 

When one examines each situation concretely, one might find that it is not just 
the ‘international bourgeoisie’ which lacks monolithic unity free from 
Contradictions, but also the local ruling classes which lack unity and freedom from 
internal contradictions. Different fractions of the local ruling classes might well be 
€xpressing positions of the different competing imperialisms. Take India, for 
€xample. The landlords might. form one segment of the local ruling classes, but 
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among the bourgeoisie located in industry within and outside the state sectors, the 
local ruling class segments may well be reflecting competing American and Soviet 
alisms. These local segments of the ruling classes to be analyzed in their 


imperi 
and in terms of their relative 


symbiotic relationship with competing imperialism, 
hold over the economy and the state apparatus, 

The conclusion I’m leading towards is that in taking the position that the ruling 
class of a neo-colony must be found within the neo-colony itself you have takena 
rigid and unscientific position. You have reduced the ruling class into a mere 
formalism, i.e. it is that ‘class’ that manages the state apparatus. You have 
abstracted class analysis from imperialism, a charge that you yourselves level at 
Comrade Issa. You have not fully worked out the implications of your own 
analysis. 


Unequal Exchange 


I don’t wish to say much on this, partly because I’m still in the process of reviewing 
the literature, and partly because you yourselves have not said much on it but you 
have left a few tantalizing statements in your exposition. This one, for instance: 
“unequal exchange” explains the exploitation of the petty commodity producer in 
the neo-colony, not of the workers’. Now if you take the law of equivalents, in 
normal course, commodities should exchange for their value. You have really to 
show why the law of equivalents will not apply to coffée that is produced bya petty 
commodity producer in Moshi, while it will apply to the khanga produced by 
workers in the Tanga Textile Mills. 

But the law of equivalents does not always operate in practice, prices almost 
always deviate from values. It is this deviation that brings about ‘unequal 
exchange’, that is, an exchange of unequal values at the level of market where 
prices, not values, rule. And this can happen as easily with the products of workers 
as with the products of petty commodity producers, and it canhappen in exchanges 
between the products of the capitalist countries themselves as well as in the 
exchanges between the produce of a capitalist country and those of a neo-colony. 

Now if you want to explainexploitation, that is.a different matter. Idon't think, 
as you seem to, that ‘unequal exchange’ explains the ‘exploitation’ of the petty 
commodity producer, because exploitation, that is the appropriation of surplus- 
value, will have to be explained at the level of production and not at the level of 
exchange. And here I would say that we need to go into considerably detailed 
analyses of how exploitation of the petty commodity producers in a neo-colony 
takes place, which would involve us in the whole question of the absolute rent and 
differential rent, and the nature and forms of surplus appropriation under ‘pre- 
capitalist’ if that is what it is-forms of agricultural production. That still remains 
largely an uncharted area. 
eae tome Comention 

y, and I’will pick this up with you verbally. 
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IMPERIALISM, STATE, CLASS AND RACE 


(A Critique of Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania) 
D. Wadada Nabudere 


INTRODUCTION 


Issa Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania’ is the latest effort by him on the vital 
question of classes and class struggle ina particular imperialist-d ominated country. 
It isa culmination of his earlier writings, The Silent Class Struggle? and The Class 
Struggle Continues (unpublished), which attempted essentially to deal with same 
issue. The present work is a re-writing of this last-mentioned paper. 

In our considered view, Shivji’s book fails to deal with the problem scientifically 
and therefore raises more questions than it purports to answer. He carries forward 
the same theoretical errors that occurred in his earlier writings, which, in our 
opinion, were not brought out clearly enough by many of his critics, with the 
possible exception of Professor Szentes, although the latter’s critique had also its 
own problems. The other critics tended to compound the errors as, for instance, 
when Saul raises the question, ‘Who is the immediate enemy?’ implying thereby 
that it is the ‘petty bourgeoisie’ which 1s the immediate enemy and not imperialism. 
Saul draws his authority for this position from Debray, who states that this petty 
bourgeoisie which at first has no economic power, ‘transforms the state not only 
into an instrument of political domination, but also into a source of economic 
power’. Saul also quotes Gundar Frank. 

This, as we have shown, is exactly the same way Frank° puts the issue for Latin 
America and concludes: ‘the immediate enemy of national liberation in Latin 
America is the native bourgeoisie...and the local bourgeoisie in...the 
countryside’. This, he declares, is necessarily so ‘notwithstanding the fact that 
_ Strategically the principal enemy undoubtedly is imperialism’? We showed that 

this type of analysis leads to adventurism and hence a wrong prescription of 
strategy and tactics against the imperialist enemy and is typically neo-Trotskyist. 

To be sure, Shivji’s attempt to analyze the Tanzanian colonial and neo-colonial 
social formation is deeply steeped in this neo-Marxist, neo-Trotskyite theoretical 
framework. This fact is not surprising in view of the deformed way in which 
Marxism was first introduced at the University of Dar es Salaam. Most of the first 
‘left’ academics whocame to the Hill, particularly after 1967, were, the neo-Marxist 
type, neo-Marxism being a by-product of Trotskyism in Western Europe, the 
U.S.A. and Latin America. This phenomenon was strengthened by the literature 
that was characteristic of the Dar es Salaam University Bookshop in the period 
1968-72. These were mainly Trotskyite books by Isaac Deuscher and writers such 
4s Trotsky himself. Then we had the Monthly Review group of Paul A. Baranand 
Paul Sweezy, and lastly, in the later period, the Gundar Frank Latin American 
Uunder-development’ school. This latter type of literature was later popularized on 
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this continent by the prolific neo-Marxist, Samir Amin. The latest comer to this 
neo-Trotskyite pile-up was the British New Left Review. Marxist-Leninist Classics 
were kept in the background and were not encouraged, for these neo- Trotskyites 
resarded the classical work as ‘too difficult’and as not helpful in the present epoch, 

‘In these intellectual circumstances, it is not surprising that Shivji’s approach 
would be influenced in the way it was, and hence his analysis of classes and Class 
struggle in Tanzania has lacked a clear and definitive concept of imperialism. His 
footnotes betray his leanings and concepts on the present world order which showa 
lack of scientific understanding of imperialism. Analysis of a pafticular country in 
these circumstances is seen as an academic exercise and intellectual fascination. 


IMPERIALISM 


When capitalism comes on the scene of history, it does so as a world system. 
Marx points out that in its embryonic form, capitalism exists ea 
which mediates between two modes of production and brings theminto contac 
by way of exchange. Here capital hardly touches the other mode except by 
mediating between the two in the exchange relations. The plunder of this period, 
based on ‘unequal exchange’, constitutes in part the ‘primitive accumulation’, a 
pre-requisite to capitalist development proper. In its youth capitalism introduced 
itself in the formerly plundered world by initiating capitalist production and 
turning the peasantry into commodity producers, i.e. producers of products for 
exchange. This is industrial capital, In its old age capitalism begins to withold 
capitalist development by subjecting the backward countries to capital experts for 
the aim of producing cheap raw materials and food products required for the 
profitable employment of capital at home. This is finance capital. Lenin’s analysis 
shows that in the era of monopolies which are formed out of small competitive 
firms and banks, a monopolistic bourgeoisie which he called the financial 
oligarchy —acquires control over basic industries and the credit system, and, on the 
basis of this control, exports finance capital for the exploitation of cheap labour and 
other resources in the backward countries. 

This analysis of Marx and Lenin is important for the understanding of classes 
and social formations. It reveals to us that in its embryonic stage capitalism does 
not lead to the reproduction of its class because it does not succeed in fully freeing 
its opposite class, the direct producer, from old bonds. In its international 
mediation through trade, capitalism preserves and leaves intact the classes of the 
backward areas. In its youthful and competitive stage, capitalism encourages the 
reproduction of its class on the basis of survival of the fittest; and in its old agea 
monopolist stratum within it disposes of the others and increasingly turns them 
into a petty bourgeoisie, and turns some of the petty bourgeoisie into members of 
the proletariat, while creating and reproducing a petty bourgeoisie, proletariat and 
a comm odity-producing peasantry. on a world scale. These developments in class 
formation are in line with the development in the productive forces, in that survival 
of the fittest is a stage concentration of capital, and monopoly is the stage of 
survivors par excellence dominating the other bourgeoisie strata on the basis of 
ae oe Pa . exploit the working class and the peasantry in the world. 
dee eb bie i nian bourgeoisie as a Class are not only in the control 
Sea ai Ae uction . are In control of the means and instruments of 
ae aii ‘Pia classes. These instruments of suppression are called 

Ran, ee Tide ge capitalist production introduces itself, it necessarily 
also: applies t ne to protect and advance the reproduction of capital. This 
piles to the colonial and neo-colonial territories and countries where 
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colonial and neo-Colonial states are created and perpetuated as a result of the 
internationalization of bourgeois class rule. 

In analyzing classes and class struggles we have therefore first to grasp how 
capitalism and hence the capitalist class reproduce themselves and their antithesis, 
the working class, and how the product is appropriated under this system of 
production. These relations are production relations and have to be examined as 
such at all times. Here we have to drawa distinction between the total bourgeoisie 
and individual capitalists. The total bourgeoisie—to use Marx’s words, this ‘totality 
of capital’-is agreed on the ‘exploitation of the total working class’. But this 
exploitation is possible only on the basis of competition. Thus the total interest of 
total capital can only prevail on the basis of one capitalist or monopoly competing 
against another. Thus what appears as a contradiction between the capita list class 
(inclusive of the petty bourgeoisie) isa non-anta gonistic competition in which each 
individual capitalist or monopoly attempts to reap a portion of the total surplus- 
value produced by labour. This distinction will become apparent when we examine 
Shivji’s analysis of classes and ‘class struggles’ in Tanzania. 

Having this background in view, let us now try to examine how Shivji goes about 
his analysis. Shivji starts with no such basic hypothesis of the movement of capital 
and this is his basic stumbling point throughout the book. Withouta clear concept 
of imperialism, Shivji stumbles and falls over his material and hence proves 
incapable of synthesizing a case. Marxist-Leninist science requires that in 
analyzing.a social phenomenon, we must begin from the whole to the part, from the 
general to the concrete. The general postulates, the general laws of motion of 
society constitute the basic ideological position and hypothesis within which the 
particular, the concrete, can be understood. The general hypothesis from which we 
must examine the Tanzanian situation is the theory of imperialism worked out by 
Marx and Lenin and other Marxist-Leninist leaders. Shivji tries to spell out this 
hypothesis but falters. 

Drawing on the Latin American thesis, Shivji tells us that ‘underdevelopment 
itself has to be analyzed as an integral part of the world capitalist system’.’ He 
continues: 


It appears to me that these theoretical developments are fully applicable to 
the African countries. Though the degree of integration in the world on 
capitalist system may vary, none of them remains outside it. (p. 16) 


This conclusion is justified probably because: 


The capital mode of production in fact constitutes the dominant mode of 
production because, as we pointed out in the above sections, the Marxist 
notion of the dominant mode of production is inseparable from the idea 
[sic!] of the dominant class-ruling class holding state power.... Thisis not to 
say that there are no other modes of production existing side-by-side. But 
they are in subordinate relation to the dominant mode. 


Later Shivji reaffirms: ‘The historically determined system of social production in 
Africa is the system of underdevelopment as an integra! part of the world capitalist 
System.’ (p. 19) Giese 
Although the above neo-Marxist way of dealing with the question Is 
Unsatisfactory from our point of view, one might have nevertheless gone along with 
it, if only Shivji maintained consistency. A few pages later, however, he begins - 
falter, Discussing the ‘Colonial (Economic) Structures , he states: ‘By the time o 
independence Tanzanian economic structures had more or less come ea 
Integrated in the world capitalist system.’ (p. 34) This in spite of the fact that earlier 
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we are reminded of the dangers of the ‘dualist view’. (p. 16) The weakened position 
ee: - turned into a new theoretical position of ‘partnership’, 
reflected here is later turne Nee -Arusha period, in whi 
between ‘state capital’and metropolitan capital in the post-srusha . » In Which 
the NDC, as a partner, enters into partnerships with multinationa corporations, 
This is because NDC’s ‘main function appears to act as a catalyst fishing out and 
stimulating new projects in which foreign monopoly capitalcan combine with local 
state or private capital.’ (p. 166) Pity, 

The purpose of these partnership arrangements with multinational corporations 
is to allow them ‘to serve the old ends of exploitation through new forms’. (p. 167) 
This latter statement might seem to suggest that Shivji realizes the weakness of the 
partnership thesis, but apparently this is not the case _for we are told in relation to 
the period of post-Arusha Declaration that the ‘new class’ of the ‘bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie’ became the controller of such capital. He states: ‘Political power and 
control over property had now come to rest in the new class.’ (p. 85) (Emphasis 
added). Thisis in spite of the fact that the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ is said by Shivji 
to be a dependent bourgeoisie— dependent on the international bourgeoisie’ (p. 85). 
The way in which way it is dependent, if indeed it is a partner, is not analysed. 
Earlier in the ‘theoretical’ section we are told that juridical ownership is not social 
ownership, (p. 6) and again in the appendix we are told that ‘nationalisation does 
not mean socialisation’. (p. 165) All these statements do not seem to mean much to 
Shivji. Later he recognizes that his ‘state capital’ is ‘denationalised’ and utilized by 
‘metropolitan capital’. (p. 169) He does not see that he contradicts himself, for 
when and at what point did this capital become ‘national”? 

These positions of Shivji should prove to us that he has no concept of 
imperialism as analysed by Lenin. Aconcept of finance capital is lacking and this is 
his basic weakness. His eclectic ‘neo-Marxist’ theories are not a sufficient basis on 
which to analyzea social formation. Although many of thestatements Shivji makes 
on international capitalism and particularly on the multinational corporations are 
correct, they are not made in the context of theory but are merely assertions based 
on unsynthesized empiricist material. It is quite clear that Shivji found 
considerable difficulty in his work because of this lack of a scientific theory of 
imperialism to synthesize his material. This is confirmed by his extra wholesale 
parts of Silent Class Struggle and of his article on ‘Capitalism Unlimited’ and 
attaching them at the back of his main work as appendices under the general title 
‘Underdevelopment and Relations with International Capitalism’. (See pp. 147- 
178.) Given this weak theoretical base on the ‘dominant mode’, Shivji finds 
considerable difficulty in analysing classes and class struggle in Tanzania. 


CLASS AND RACE 


We have already shown that when capitalism enters its monopoly phase it does 
so with the rise of a financial oligarchy which dispossesses other bourgeoisies and 
thus turns them into a petty bourgeoisie. Colonialism, which arises with this hase 
implies exports of finance capital ; 

This capital produces a petty bourgeoisie in the colonies 
a national bourgeoisie when in the imperialist countr , 


negated and destroyed, giving rise t : 
before this phase, rate. ne Dee Oa linancial oligarg 


. 


's. It could not reproduce 
y itself such bourgeoisie is 
| hy. In colonies which arose 
by finance capita] Be Panne! bourgeoisie which might have sprouted was routed 
bourgeoisie es i and Was increasingly turned into a petty bourgeoisie. This petty 
distribution Faia Soar to its role in the process of production and 
country. must be the starting point in analysing classes ina particular 
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Shivji begins his.'class analysis’ from an abstraction. This is because for him: 


Scientific historical analysis is neither to celebrate nor to criticise but to 
explain. Explanation implies nothing about an author’s preference for this 
or that course of history. In any case this would be irrelevant; for histor 

cannot be remade, it can only be interpreted and explained. (Preface) : 


Here Shivji introduces an idealist concept of history and his method follows this 
idealism obediently. Although we are later reminded that ‘a committed 
intellectual’... ‘explains and interprets the past to understand and demystify the 
present with a view to changing it’, a dualism in method is introduced which 
pronounces itself at each stage. Within this framework, Shivji trots us on an 
arduous route. How could this be otherwise when he holds that ‘the concepts of 
class and class struggle are probably the most elusive in Marx’s writings” (p. 4) The 
fact that classes are real people in daily activity and struggle is mystified by Shivji 
when he states: 


The development of classes and class struggle can only be talked about 
tendentially, in terms of historical trends. In fact, classes hardly be¢ame fully 
class-conscious except in situations of intense political struggle. Class 
consciousness does not fully dawn upon individuals until they are locked in 
political battles. (p. 8) 


In this passage, Shivji’s dualism is brought out. We are introduced to the idea 

that classes are not in struggle (inclass sense) all the time because, he says earlier on, 
‘while class struggle constitutes the motive force inhistory, it is not always clear and 
pure as class struggle and may take varied forms under different concrete 
conditions’. (p. 8) Elsewhere he talks of ‘muted’ class struggles (p. 55), ‘throttling’ of 
class struggles (p. 55-6) and “pure” class struggles (p. 48). Inherent in this notion is 
the concept that although classes exist in reality, they are not always the only 
measure of all struggles. There are other situations that can explain relations 
between people and history is nota history of class struggles (although that is also 
true!). For this reason, since not all struggles are pure class struggles (par 
excellence )- for these come when classes are caught in ‘political battles’- we can 
analyze struggles on the basis of ethnicity and race. The whole theory of classes and 
class struggle becomes a big:idea counterposed to its reality. This is the objective 
idealism of Kant,.and becomes Shivji’s point of departure. Here we have an 
illustration of Plato’s great gimmick of transubstantiation, in which reality is first 
transformed into an idea (the Ideal Form) and then the idea is transformed into 
reality via the interpretation of the idea. . | 

With this petty-b ourgeois apologia we are introduced toa static and unscientific 
analysis of classes and class struggle. History is brushed aside, so too the dialectical 
method. This is why the proletarian cultural revolution in China is examined 
Completely out of historical context, betraying an opportunist attempt to appear 
revolutionary. Actually the whole analysis is electric and petty-bourgeois. This 
approach is reflected further in Shivji’s egotisms like ‘I don’tagree’, ‘in my opinion’, 
‘I think’, ‘I suggested’ etc. (p. 19-21), which betray an individualistic and petty- 
bourgeois frame of thought which personifies and individualizes things. 

In chapter 5 entitled ‘Classes in History’, we are introduced to a historical 
treatment of the ‘colonial (economic) structures’. This gives us no basis for the 
analysis of ‘classes in history’. On the contrary, we are treated to anethnogra phy in 
the tradition of bourgeois sociology. Taking Stavenhaven on Latin America as 
the Inspirations, we are given a hotch-potch of ‘African-Asian relations as class 
relations and struggles. The Asian is seen as a ‘ink’ between imperialism and the 
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‘African’. The fact that the African trader, chief, askari and clerk are different |e Vel] 
of ‘links’ is done away with or at least mystified. But then the ‘Asian’, in Rider 
accord with this ‘African-Asian’ relation, is dubbed ‘exploiter’ almos c 
excellence (to use Shivji’s wellknown catch-word), and the African is the lab 
peasant, retail trader and consumer. To quote: 


t par 
Ourer. 


Actually, the relations of extreme exploitation of the African could be seen 
at all levels: as wage-labourer; as’ peasant-producer and as a consumer of 
simple goods... the Asian trader was always.a price giver and the African, 3 
pricesta Kers (pi 42) olor) 9) WeaG, at OTe ays ui 


Although these statements contain elements of truth, they.are at the same time 
one-sided. In spite of the fact that the metropolitan bourgeoisie are held out as the 
‘major beneficiary’, the Asian here is depicted.as the central exploiter with power to 
fix prices. The fact that prices are monopolistically fixed by the financial oligarchy 
and that the Asian is merely a seller who in turn receives a segment of the surplus 
value, is obscured, imperialism, too. The relations between Africans and Asians 
are seen in racial terms rather than inclass (production relation) terms. We shall sce 
that this'also is true of the Asian-Asian relation. These relations are seen in terms o{ 
race even though ‘we are eclectically reminded by Shivji that ‘The essential 
relationship between the two communities, theréfore, is to be found in the sphere of 
production relations rather than in the area of ethnicity or culture.’ (p. 44) This is 
not upheld at all when we also look at Shivji’s analysis of class formations. 

‘He begins here with the metropolitan bourgeoisie, whom he correctly calls ‘the 
ruling class’ in colonial Tanzania (the German financial oligarchy is forgotten), to 
which the ‘Asian commercial bourgeoisie’ provided the necessary link for the 
domination of the econoiny as a whole (p. 45). But who.is this ‘Asian commercial 
bourgeoisie”? The answer is given unswervingly: the whole Asian community. This 
‘commercial bourgeoisie’ is categorized under four strata. |). 

First, the upper stratum which jconsisted of the large estate and plantation 
owners, big wholesalers and produce merchants: anda’ few “really “successfu! 
professionals” such as lawyers, doctors and accountants. 

Second, another stratum which consisted of ‘prosperous businessmen’, ‘well-to- 
do executives, etc. employed by foreign:compainies’ (the comprador class). 

Third, another stratum was composed of small retailers, ‘self-employed people’ 
such as tailors, shoemakers, ‘middle-level public employees’ and skilled craftsmen. 

Fourth, manual workers. mostly carpenters,,masons, poor retailers in the 
countryside and self-employed people such as pot-makers, repairers and so on. (p. 
45) Shivji then tells us: OT Ee TOME Nes Ty 


tf 


It will be readily seen that the stratification is mainly based on income and 
_ therefore on the standard of living. This was a most important basis o! 
Stratification in the Asian community. Secondly, the broad divisions are 
extremely vague and rough. This is becafisé hardly any close study has been 
made of the intra-vthnié Stratification system of the Asians. However, for 
our purposes, the broad sketch derived from observation is adequate. (pp. 


r) 
lee | 1 





Shivji then proceeds to give usa line of bourgeois sociological rationale for his 
categor ies. It will be seen that from the industrialist and the plantation capitalist 
‘atmer to an urban Asian worker, the whole group is classified as the commercial 
bourgeoisie. Furthermore, it will. be seen that Shivji himself admits that his 
Dey pnt not ‘based on ‘any close, study...of intra-ethnic [not 
at ] stratification system of the Asians’, but rather on ‘observation’ and income 

Borles.. We must conclude, on his own admissions, that the thesis is no! 
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Marxist-Leninist scientific method of analyzing classes and accordingly must be 
dismissed as petty-bourgeois. Marxist-Leninist method treats classes on the basis 
of social production relations but not on the basis of ethnicity or racial differences. 
This is quite clear and the confusion that Shivji introduces on Tanzania must be 
rejected for what it is. 

Shivji’s analysis of the African petty bourgeoisie introduces the erroneous 
concept of, the’ colonial state, and hence of | the productive process under 
colonialism. The African petty bourgeoisie, according to Shivji, was ‘destined’ to 
become a ‘ruling petty bourgeoisie, unlike its counterpart in Europe, where the 
petty bourgeoisie could hardly play a historical role.” (p. 49) This 1s historically 
incorrect for it canbe shown that the petty bourgeoisies in Europe today are the 
main political force in 'the various countries. Quite apart from this erroneous 
historical position, Shiyji introduces the distinction between the ‘yeoman of Kenya 
and the ‘weak kulak’ of Tanzania. This becomes the foundation for his designation 
of Tanzania and Kenya asneo-colony and neo-colony par excellence, respectively. 
Since the questions of the colonial state and the neo-colonial one are joined in this 
manner, we shall deal with them in the next section. pone 

To sum up onthis issue, Shivji’s analysis of ‘classes in history’ has nothing in 
common with the Marxist-Leninist method. It introduces subjectivism and 
idealism. Indeed, within this chapter we are treated to diverse concepts which have 
nothing to do with the category of class in the Marxist sense. Thus we are told of 
‘political conflict groups’, ‘partners’, ‘sections’, ‘factions’, ‘wards’, ‘social group’ete. 
(p. 48) The analysis is clouded with profound mysticism and folklore in that it is in 
many parts referred to as:‘analytical abstraction’, ‘pure abstraction’, ‘abstraction 
itself’, etc.\(pp. 44-45) Indeed, this pure theorizing is so rampant that, in our view, 
this chapter does not qualify for the title given to it. A better title would have been: 
An Abstraction in Class Analysis. Even then it would fail to grapple with the 
problem of classes as historical categories of social (production) relations. 


UHURU, ARUSHA, THE STATE AND THE 
‘BUREAUCRATIC BOURGEOISIE’ 


In Part Three Shivji tries to posit his basic thesis: the historical movement 
leading to independence is incomplete. The Silent Class Struggle is supposed to 
have'dealt with this aspect, but this is not the case; thus we are introduced to the 
transitional period to political independence. with the scantiest of historical 
movement. As pointed out, the analysis of the African petty bourgeoisie introduces 
_the line of thought on this period. We are informed by Shivji that this petty 
bourgeoisie was ‘destined to become a ruling class’. This is because his concept of 
state is also faulty. nye 

Marx and Engels teach us that the state is an oppressive instrument of a class. It 
is always controlled by the ‘economically dominant class’. Its purpose in bourgeois 
society? which are beneficial to the total bourgeois class in spite of competition 
among them. The state is manned by people and these need not be the dominant 
class itself. The proletariat and peasants are frequently recruited into its machine. 
The petty bourgeoisie, a portion of the bourgeois class, has since the 1880s become 
Increasingly the main source of the executive force of the bourgeois state of which 
the financial oligarchy (monopolist bourgeoisie) is the economically dominant 
Class. In the words of Marx and Engels, as formulated in the Communist 
_ Manifesto. The executive of the modern (i.e. bourgeois) state is but a committee for 
Managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie: 
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’ e isa product of colonialism. It arises specially to advance th, 
mee Kain pede slicatihls and other portions of the bourgeoisie (including 
the petty bourgeoisie), first to ensure that a colony is maintained as a sphe,, 
reserved for the capital of a particular monopoly group against other Monopoly 
groups, which are allowed in this sphere on condition that they open up their Own 
spheres to the conceding group and secondly, to suppress and oppress aj 


opposition coming from the peoples of the colony in order to cies cheap labour for the 
monopolies. Such suppression of uprisings asthe Maji Majir ebellion testify to this 
role of the colonial state as an instrument of bourgeois class rule. 

Opposition to colonial rule and imperialism in the era of the proletarian 
revolution leads to the imperialists conceding political independence to the 
colonial people. This advances the struggle of the people for democratic rights and 
enables these to be achieved at a very limited level, thus making it possible for the 
democratic revolution to advance. But this political independence does not do 
away with the grip the financial oligarchy has over the country. This is all well. 
known. But what does it mean concretely? In our view. it means that the financia| 
oligarchy now under multilateral imperialism still continues to exploit the workers 
and peasants of the neo-colony through continued exports of finance capital. This 
finance capital has magnetic power of tying all the capital resources generated 
internationally to its production needs. Shivji gives an illustration of this power in 
what he refers to as ‘de-nationalisation’ of local capital. (p. 169) Thus the politica! 
achievement of the neo-colony are brought under the control of the financial! 
oligarchy —a process that has never been disposed of. Under these circumstances 
can there be any doubt that the economically dominant class in the neo-colony is 
the financial oligarchy of the imperialist countries, and that politics must reflect the 
base? The contradictions in the Third World over the last twenty years reflect this 
phenomenon and have clearly shown the limits of this phase of the nationa! 
democratic revolution. Developments in China and Indochina have demonstrated 
how these contradictions can be resolved. 

It is with this background in view that we consider Shivji’s analysis in Part Three 
unsatisfactory. First Shivji begins by suggesting that the traders were the ‘materia! 
base’ for the transformation of Tanganyika African Association into a_ political 
organisation, with the teachers providing the link between the urban-based petty 
bourgeoisie and the ‘rural peasants’. This is partly true. But the kulaks in Bukoba 
and Kilimanjaro, unlike those in Sukumaland, were opposed to the independence 
struggle. Shivji maintains that the African trader’s dominant antagonism’ was with 
the Asian, a commercial bourgeois (p. 57) The African traders therefore supported 
the independence struggle because they could ‘only aspire to stand in the shoes of the 
Asian commercial bourgeoisie’, which they could not do ‘without seizing state 
power’. ‘Hence the contradiction with the colonial state became primary; it had to 

be solved before the contradiction between the petty bourgeoisie and the 
commercial bourgeoisie could come to the fore’. (p. 59) 

All this is one-sided analysis and does not delve into the underlying 
contradictions of the people of Tanzania with imperialism. What of the European 
trading houses? Did these not constitute ‘a dominant contradiction’ with the 
African trader, or was it that these trading however did not ‘exploit’ the African 
trader, since the Asian was ‘the link”? What of the contradiction with monopolies? 
What sort of contradiction was this? All these and other questions are dealt with 
partially and one-sidedly. : | 
hen tori ee is also partially, if not erroneously, treated. It isclaimed that 
ei. & Kulak in Bukoba and Kilimanjaro opposed TANU because in these areas 

"ganisation took the form of tribal unions. It isnot shown why this was so. This 
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‘5 because Shivji does not treat the situation here historically. If he had, he would 
have.found that the pre-colonial class structure of these areas had a lot to do with 
this phenomenon. But then todo so would have taken Shivji ‘too far afield’. (p. 60) 
Hence’ we have to be satisfied with a historical analysis! 

This weakness comes out clearly when Shivji tries to treat us to the reasons why 
the ‘weak kulak’ in Tanzania gave rise to a powerfully growing ‘bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie, while in Kenya the strong kulak or yeoman’ farmer did not. Hence 
states, and we must quote him in extenso, since this is his real thesis: 


In an underdeveloped African country with a weak petty bourgeoisie, its 
ruling section, which comes to possess the instruments of state on the morrow 
of Independence, relatively commands enormous power and is therefore very 
strong. This was precisely the case in Tanzania. The situation becomes much 
clearer when contrasted with that in Kenya. In Kenya, there were important 
sections of the petty bourgeoisie- yeoman farmers and traders, for 
example-besides the urban-based intellegentsia, | which had. already 
- developed significant ‘independent’ roots in the colonial economy. Thus the _ 
petty bourgeoisie as a class itself was strong (?) and different sections within it © 
were more or less at par. This considerably reduced the power of the ‘ruling 
clique’ irrespective of its immediate possession of the state apparatus, and 
kept it ‘tied’ to its class base-the petty bourgeoisie. The Kenyan situation 
came closer to classical class rule in an advanced bourgeois country where, 
although there may be different contending groups or ‘cliques’ it is the 
bourgeoisie as a whole which continues to be the ruling or ‘governing class’. 
Moreover, the group or ‘clique’ immediately in possession of the instruments 
a state power, cannot in normal circumstances cut itself off from its class 
ase. PRR HOLS ! | 
The Tanzanian scene, on the other hand, comes closer to the “Bonapartist’ 
type of situation where contending classes have weakened themselves thus 
allowing the ‘ruling clique’ to cut itself off from its class base and appear to 
raise the state above the class struggle. Of course, it is not that the contending 
classes had weakened themselves in the independence struggle. But a 
somewhat similar situation resulted from the fact that the petty-bourgeoisie 
was weak and had not developed deep economic roots. This allowed the 
_ ‘ruling group’ a much freer hand. In other words the control of the state 
became the single decisive factor. For these and other reasons to be discussed 
~Jater, it is proposed to identify the ‘ruling group’ as the ‘bureautic 
bourgeoisie’. (pp. 63-64) a, : 


This overloaded thesis is a travesty of the facts. It groups together different 
historic situations and takes them to be similar or the same. Nothing is further from 
scientific method than to identify ‘classical class rule*( wh atever that may mean) and 
‘ponapartist “type” of sitution’ (whatever that may also mean) to the neo-colonial 
situation in which the historical movement is dialectically quite different. Marxists 
do not discuss ‘types’ of situations. That is left to Weberians. Marxists discuss real 
and concrete historical situations. Anyone familiar with the Kenya situation will 

know that if anything, the African ‘yeoman’ farmer and trader were the weakest in 
East Africa, This was because, apart from his small plot in the ‘reserve’, his other 
alternative was to become a squatter in the ‘White Highlands’. It is because of this 
that the Mau Mau struggle was basically a popular struggle with all sections of the 
population, except the few great chief families and a few loyalists. And it is because 
of this support to the colonialist that this ‘loyalist’ section was rewarded with land 
during this period. Land consolidation did not take place until 1954 and after, so 
that no ‘yeoman farmer’ arises in Kenya until the last eight years of colonialism. 
This is not the case with Tanzania and Uganda. Here, because of the feudal-type 
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precolonial social structure and because of the collaboration of the ruling Classes 
with colonialism, a strong kulak was allowed to develop: This Shivji himse| 
acknowledges for Bukoba and Kilimanjaro. In Uganda, Buganda, and to som, 
extent Busoga, Ankole, Toro, and Bunyoro, as well as a few outlying areas stoog 
out in this regard. en Suge : 

The above evidence therefore must disprove Shivji’s central thesis on the basis of 
the same evidence about formation of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’in Tanza nia a. 
opposed to Kenya. Ifanything, on the basis of Shivji’s thesis, this ‘class’should have 
arisen in Kenya and not Tanzania. (Incidentally, another ‘neo- Trotskyite’ refers to 
Kenya as a ‘Bonapartist type’ of state.’) Indeed, on the same thesis, it could not hayc 
arisen in Uganda. Yet Shiyji tells us that with the ‘movement to the left’in Uganda 
in 1969, there arose ‘many parallels with Tanzania’ (p, 123) in spite of the fact tha: 
this ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ itself was encouraging kulakism in Uganda at that 
very moment~—a fact which, by-the-way, goes to falsify Mamdani’s thesis on class 
formation in Uganda, as regards this issue!9 9°) 

If this were all, the point would have been left to lie. But then Shivji’s 
interpretation constitutes the sole theoretical and historical justification fora thesis 
of the “bureaucratic baurgeoisie’in Tanzania and the ‘class struggles’ that are waged 
between it and the ‘commercial bourgeoisie’. For this reason the matter has to be 
examined further. RA hee } 

What is this ‘class’ of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie? According to Shivji, before 
Arusha, “this would consist mainly of those at the top levels of the state 
apparatus-ministers, high civil servants, high military and police officers, ‘and 
such like’. (p. 64) The “bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ had not acquired its ‘economic 
base’ and after Arusha sucha base was acquired throughnationalizations. (p. 76) I: 
then formed part of the African ‘petty bourgeoisie’, which as a whole may be ‘grouped — 


r 


in terms of their importance’~as follows: | 


(a) Income; 

(b) education; EER | i 

(c) standard of living and style of life (the urban milieu); 

(d) control of or potentially effective participation in decision-making bodies: 
(e) role occupied in the production process; bat 

(f) control of, or proximity to, state apparatuses. (p. 87) 


It is to be noted that ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ are a class-within-a-class and 
chart 11 (p. 88) reflects this class of the petty bourgeoisie asasa whole. In this chart 
the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ constitutes the upper stratum which is said to 
comprise: | EW SA a Uh 


(a) The Politico-administrative: political heads of government 
ministries and departments (central ‘and local) and their top eivil servants: 
heads and top functionaries in the judiciary, police and security, and the top 
leadership of the party; | | : 

(b) The economic: heads and high functionaries’ of parastatals, public 

corporations and other quasi-economic institutions, either state-run or state- 
ab ety (co-operatives, marketing boards, higher educational institutions 
included); h ; 

(c) Military: top military officers (majors, colonels, captains and lieutenants). 


These contitute Shiyji’s ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ which ‘cut itself off from its 
class base’ (p. 63) of the petty bourgeoisie after Arusha Declaration and established 
itself as a ‘bourgeoisie’ - within the petty bourgeoisie! As can be seen, these 
categories have nothing, with exception of a category (e) inthe first set of criteria, in 
common with Marx’s concept of class. As we have seen, Shivji allows himself this 
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manner of defining class because, according to him, the ‘concepts of class.and class 
struggle are probably’ the most elusive in Marx’s writings’. (p. 4) He is allowed, 
becausé of the dualism he brings in through this stratagem, to introduce ‘impure’ 
intra-class struggle’ between the new class of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ and the 
‘commercial bourgeoisie’ breaks/out in earnest after edna and is intensified 
after Arusha: To quote Shivjit | : 


The situation Tanzania found itself i in after independence was precisely 
where power and property were ‘separated. They simply could not remain 
Separated for long. The incipient ‘class struggle’ between ‘the petty- 


bourgeoisie and. the’ commercial Wl eh puna not be Wii sh eet 
State power. (p. 67) 


ese 1S written under a title ‘The Claus ‘Sirugele Unfolds’, in Tne a pateion af 
diverse incidents are collected to accord with his case. The ‘climax’ of this ‘class 
' Struggle’ results ina resounding victory. for, the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’, with the 
‘disintegration’ of the commercial bourgeoisie. (pp. 80-84) This disintegration, is 
witnessed with ‘cultural exclusivism, tight-groupism, and. racial prejudice among. 
the Asians’ because ‘their vital.class interests had been destroyed’. (p. 82), The old 
‘patriotism, thorality and loyalty—the objective law of class struggle’ were no more! 
This epitaph is as hollow, as it:is contrived. All the vices above of ‘cultural 
exclusivism’ etc.. cannot be said to have arisen after Arusha, Loyalty to;the ‘class’ 
-cannot be said to have ended. But if we are made to think that the class is dead, 
Shiyji soon reminds us the class is alive and kicking, Beginning with (NATEX’, men 
(p. 83) and following it up with the ‘top established merchants’ (p. 84), he states that 
this class, through ‘relations, acquaintances, and friends (has) woven (its) way into 
the state distribution organisations’..(p. 84) He continues: Thus, through bribery 
and corruption they, continue getting supplies even when there are. shortages and 
rationing. In this way these businessmen have made enormous amounts of money 
in the last four or five years. (p. 84) | ae 

This unfortunate situation arises hecatce ‘unofficial nee illegal means Shave taken 
over’ ‘Bourgeois. standards’ of ‘honesty, fair play’ etc. (‘Honesty. is the best policy’), 
have been.completely eroded. ‘There has been a sprcitevian decline in respect of 
bourgeois law and bourgeois business ethics’. (p. 84)... : 

This apologia for, imperialism is. uncalled for, in) our judgement, Monopoly 
capitalism which comes with.colonialism has no such claim for itself. How could 
‘honesty’ decline when, according to Shiyji himself, the ‘Asian-A frican, relation’ 
before independence was characterized by, one exploiting the. other—one a price- 
maker and the other the price-taker? (p. 42) Corruption and bribery of state officials 
is a practice engaged in by the financial oligarchy in all the imperialist centres. 
Surely Shivji must have heard of the Lockheed scandals and the Shell/ BP Italian 
political party briberies. Where in the world is the honesty of capitalism? Itis simply 
a good idea entertained by. Shivji i in his native analysis. . 

Be that as it may, Shivji concludes that the control of the state apparatus is ‘One 
of the most important conditions for the continued existence and teproduction of 
the “bureaucratic bourgeois” especially i in the initial stages when its grip over the 
economy has not been fully established’. (p. 94). 

This is coupled with the ‘class control of the neo-colonial territorial economy 
through the, state’, and. the ‘continued reproduction of, the system of 
underdevelopment within the world capitalist system’. (p. 94) In this system of 
reproduction the bureaucratic bourgeois ‘only does the consumption’ (p. 95) out of 
its share of the “surplus”, which according to, Shivji, takes the ‘form of three 

categories: (a) surplus-value, (b) merchant profit strict sensu, (Cc) surplus-labour. 
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ivii. li | ites, drops Marx’s concept of surplus-va} 
Because Shivji, like all the neo-Trotskyites, drops f iS, 
he cannot Cea that splitting hairs by creating other categories of Surplus’ 


These only go to confuse the analysis of capitalist relations. Marx’s concept of 


surplus-value which is the total surplus product of éiteik wae reveal that 
merchant profit ‘strict sensu’, as Shivji calls it, and surp inf at pur are part and 
parcel of surplus-value. But this concept would not accord with his analysis of 
classes. So other forms of ‘surplus’ must be created for the petty-bourgeoisie and 
commercial bourgeoisie, apart, from the surplus-value for the ‘metropolitan 
bourgeoisie’. | Sines 

Because of these major weaknesses in method and analysis, Shivji’s otherwise 
generally correct observations on Ujamaa Vijijini (Part Four) and the workers’ 
strike actions (Part Five) which he calls (proletarian class struggles) are enveloped in 
narrowness of scope. The workers ‘proletarian struggles’ are aimed at the 
‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ in spite of the fact that Shivji reminds us that the state, 
‘with all its vigour and under the guise of encouraging economic development, 
passes all sorts of legislation antistrike laws, ceiling on wages -—which ultimately 
benefit the multinational corporations’. (p. 171) , 

As we have shown, Shivji ends in this eclectic position because he has no concept 
of class and state; and this is inevitable since he abandons the Marxist-Leninist 
position, His incapability to conceptualize consistently the state as an institution 
which exists for the total interest of the total class is responsible for his putting out 
the “bureaucratic bourgeoisie’, state officials, and functionaries as a ‘ruling class’, 
He goes further to attribute to this class use of state power for its own interests, 
when that interest does not contradict fundamentally the total interest of the class 
as a whole on world scale. Thus we are left ina foggy situation where we do not see 
the forest forthe trees. The fact that in every bourgeois state, of which a neo-colonial 
state is one, part of surplus-value in the forms of taxes, profits and rents accrues to 
the state for its maintenance is seen by Shivji to be the condition for the 
‘reproduction’ of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ as a class. This'‘is erroneous and 
misleading. His lack of a clear concept of class is also responsible for a lot of 
juggling with petty situations which are magnified to accord with his petty theories. 
The fact that all Marx’s writings are concerned with nothing butanalysis of society, 
an analysis which is deep in class analysis, is obtrusively brushed aside as ‘elusive’. 
As we have said, this gives Shivjia chance to smuggle in his own ‘classes’ which are 
but racial and ethnic groups and his ‘class struggles’ which are nothing but 
intraclass competitive struggles. The real class struggles of the proletariat and other 
exploited classes are mystified under this general idealist presentation. _ 


CONCLUSION ~ 


We conclude therefore that Shivji’s book is very bad. Since it claims to be a 
Marxist thesis, it puts Marxist-Leninist scholarship —if one may use that term-—in 
an extremely bad light. Indeed it makes a beginner in Marxism extremely 
flabbergasted with the text. The text is abstracted from the real movement of 
history, and concepts are therefore unclear and misleading. It also gives an 
incorrect position on Tanzania, which even Marxist-Leninists not knowledgeable 
en me Tanzanian situation would find difficult to understand. A scientific 
Mare chien society requires a scientific method. The scientific method of 
Hai ii ngt igi! i ets based on historical materialism, of the movement of 
hae male? as My particular movement can then he analysed within this 
eater eee © do this leads us into a dualistic view of society, and introduces 
Py 'sconceptions which can only lead us back into darkness and ignorance 
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about our societies. Marx’s materialistically based scientific method enables our 
countries-which bourgeois historians banished from history~to be looked at 
afresh in their precolonial setting. Reginald Coupland, the official imperialist 
historian writing on the ‘history’ of East African came to the conclusion that, before 
Livingstone: | ( 


The main body if Africans had stayed for untold centuries in barbarism: Such 
it might almost seem had been Nature's decree, So they remained stagnant, 
neither going forward nor going back. The heart of Africa was scarcely 
beating. (p. 11) i 


Such a view of our peoples is contradicted by the very movement in our societies 
before colonialism. A scientific study will reveal that a variety of social life 
existed— societies at various levels of social development—from classless to class 
societies, re-enacting the social progress of man throughout the world. The myth 
that! Africa was classless, which Shivji correctly points out (p. 18), 1s.a product of 
this colonialist ideology that holds our societies as having been stagnant, neither 
going back nor forward, a view contradicted by history itself. 

Bourgeois scholarship therefore cannot enable us to delve into our past and 
establish the real dynamic movement. The Marxist materialist - based conception 
of history is the only tool available to us. It is for this reason that we take great 
exception to the way Shivji analyses the Tanzanian situation. By reintroducing the 
idealist world outlook we are pushed back into the lap of bourgeois obscurantism, 
via the despondent root of neo-Trotskyism, which we all must reject. Although 
Shivji may not personally think of himself as putting forward a neo-Trotskyist 
position, we have shown that his main source of inspiration and ideas is In neo- 
Marxist (neo-Trotskyite) literature, a fact attested to by his references and 
footnotes. It is for this reason that this analysis adopts an eclectic approach which 
takes us away froma scientific approach. We conclude that his contribution cannot 
be acceptedas a Marxist-Leninist thesis on class struggle in Tanzania. 


9 | 


THE “MARXISM—LENINISM” OF 
PROFESSOR D. WADADA NABUDERE 


Karim Hirji 


Progressive circles in Tanzania have recently been Surprised to learn that Shivji’s 
Class Struggles in Tanzania is a “neo-Marxist”, “neo-Trotskyist”, “idealist”, 
“obscurantist”) “static”; “unscientific”, “eclectic”, “bad”, “subjective”, “petty- 
bourgeois”, “egoistic”, etc. work, and that it has “nothing'in ‘common with the 
Marxist-Leninist method”.! Thus it is at best “an academic exercise in intellectual 
fascination” and at worst, plain reactionary stuff. If these assertions be correct, the 
question that immediately arises is, what then is the essence of a correct Marxist- 
Leninist analysis of the contemporary situation? Before anyone starts scratching his 
head over this burning question, a brilliant “Marxist-Leninist” Professor has the 
following answer: PP LOL CE ON ON 
... when capitalism enters its monopoly phase it does so with the rise of a 
financial oligarchy which dispossesses other bourgeoisie and thus turns them 
into a petty-bourgeoisie. Colonialism, which arises with this phase, implies 
export of finance capital. | PEED EAN: ara e 


To remain consistent to his'economism, the Professor: who maintains that 
politics must reflect the base’should have said that exports of finance, aneconomic 
phenomenon, imply colonialism, the politics. However, he can be forgiven for his 
inadvertent neo-Marxist slip. Bon 


This capital reproduces in the process of production a petty bourgeoisie in 
the colonies. It could not reproduce a national bourgeoisie when in the 
imperialist country itself such a bourgeoisie is negated and destroyed, giving 
rise toa financial oligarchy. In the colonies which arose before this phase, any 
national bourgeoisie which might have sprouted was routed by finance 
capital and was increasingly turned into. a petty-bourgeoisie. This petty- 
bourgeoisie is stratified according to its role in the process of production and 
distribution. 

[N.B, This isan important contribution to Marxism. The petty bourgeoisie 
is reproduced in the process of production but is stratified according to its 
role in the process ff production and distribution, This to us must be the 


starting point in analysing classes in a particular country,? 






Elaborating on this profound thesis, the Professor goes on as follows: 


Marx and Engels teach us that the state is an Oppressive instrument of class. 
It is always controlled by the ‘economically dominant class’, Its purpose in 
bourgeois society is to protect and advance the production relations existing 
In society which are beneficial to the total bourgeois class in spite of 
competition among them. The state is manned By pe sele wid these need not 
be the dominant class itself. The proletariat and peasants are frequently 
recruited into its machine. The petty bourgeoisie, a portion of the bour eois 
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class [Another brilliant contribution to Marxism: the petty-bourgeoisie is a 
part of the bourgeoisie] has since the 1880’s become increasingly the main 
source of the executive force of the bourgeois state of which the financial] 
oligarchy (monopolist bourgeoisie) are the economically dominant class. In 
the words of Marx and Engels, as formulated in the Communist Manifesto; 
“The executive of the modern (i.e. bourgeois) state is but a committee for 
managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” The colonial state is 
a product of colonialism: [Is ita state or part of a state?] It arses specifically to 
advance the interests of the financial oligarchy and other portions of the 
bourgeoisie (including the petty-bourgeoisie). 

This Professor excels in inconsistency! First he tells us that in the era of 
imperialism the financial oligarchy constitutes the sole and entire bourgeoisie, but 
now he talks ‘of portions of the bourgeoisie other than the financial 
oligarchy—another “neo-Marxist” error! Nabudere goes on: 





First to ensure that a colony is maintained asa sphere reserved for the capital 
of a particular monopoly group against other monopoly groups, which are 
‘allowed in this sphere on condition that they open up their_own sphere to 
conceding groups.[So the British monopoly bourgeoisie which controlled the 
colonia] Tanganyikan State did not constitute a class but a monopoly 
meee '] Secondly to’ suppress and oppress all opposition coming from the 
peoples of the colony in order to assure the monopolies cheap labour. Such 
suppression of uprisings as the Maji Maji rebellion testify to this role of the 
colonial state as an instrument of bourgeois class rule. 

The opposition to the colonial rule and imperialism in the era of the 
proletarian revolution leads the imperialist conceding political independence 
to the colonial people. It advances the struggle of the people for democratic 
rights and enables these to be achieved at a very limited level thus making 
possible for the democratic revolution to advance.) But this political 
independence does not do.away with the grip the financial oligarchy has over 
the country. This is well-known. But what does it mean concretely? In our 
view, it means that the financial, oligarchy now. under multilateral! 
imperialism still continues to exploit the workers and peasants of the neo- 
colony through continued exports of finance capital. This finance capital has 
magnetic power of tying ali the capital resources generated internationally to 
its production needs. Shivji gives an illustration in his book (p. 169) of his 
power in what he refers to as ‘denationalisation’ of local capital. Thus the 

political achievements of the neo-colonyare brought under the contral of the 

inanicial oligarchy —a process that has never been disposed of. Under these 

circumstances, can there be any doubt that the economically dominant.class 

in the neo-colony is the financial oligarchy of the imperialist countries and 

that politics must reflect the base? The contradictions in the 1 orld 
over the last twenty years reflect this phenomenon and have clearly shown the 
limits of this phase of the national democratic revolution. Developments in 
ase au Indo-China have demonstrated how these contradictions can be 
esolved. i | 

If politics must reflects the base, then surely the struggle of Marx against the 
mechanistic materialism of Feurbach, and the struggles of Lenin against 
economism were all not in the Marxist-Leninist tradition according to this 
pr ofound Marxist-Leninist of our time! One wonders how he would react to Mao’s 
assertion that under certain conditions politics determine the base! 

As Lenin says, ‘To criticise an author, to answer him, one has to quote in fullat 
least the main propositions of his article.* Having quoted Nabudere’s main 
Propositions, the confusion and basic departures from Marxism-Leninism that 
they represent have to be exposed. If allowed to go on unchecked, this eminent 
Professor’s handouts are bound to cause tremendous ideological confusion, thus 
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retarding the further development of the struggle against imperialism and its allie, 
in this part of the world. 

This self-styled “Marxist-Leninist” has to be reminded that his assertions are, jy 
substance, nothing new. He is just reviving, under different conditions and in g 
crude manner, the ideas of eminent renegades like Kautsky and others against 
whom Lenin had to conduct intense ideological struggles in order to defend 
Marxism from being revised and caricaturised. Writing in 1915, Kautsky 
speculated as follows: 


Cannot the present imperialist policy be supplanted by a new, ultra- 
imperialist policy, which will introduce the joint exploitation of the world by 
internationally united finance capital in place of the mutual rivalries of 
national finance capital?5 


According to the “considered” views of the Professor, the prophesy of his 
predecessor has in fact materialized. For finance capital has “destroyed and 
negated” all national capitals. Thus in this phase of “multilateral” imperialism, a 
world bourgeoisie, “the class as a whole on world scale”, (Nabudere, op. cit., p. 20) 
i.e. the international financial oligarchy, is the economically dominant class which 
rules in both the imperialist countries as well as the countries dominated by 
imperialism. For Kautsky, imperialism is a “policy” but for the learned Professor, 
the “multilateral” imperialism of to-day being a product of “the U.S. multilateral 
strategy” represents “the rise of the transnational] corporate strategy” resulting in 
the implementation of “the neo-colonial strategy”! (See Nabudere, The Political 
Economy of Imperialism, mimeo, 1976).* In the words of Lenin: 


Kautsky called ultra-imperialism or super-imperialism what Hobson, 
thirteen years earlier described as inter-imperialism. [And what to-day 
Nabudere calls multilateral imperialism. ] Except for coining a newand clever 
catchword, replacing one Latin prefix by another, the only progress Kautsky 
[and also Nabudere— though he has substituted a whole new word instead of 
just a prefix!] has made in the sphere of “scientific” thought is that he gave out 
as Marxism what Hobson, in effect, described as the cant of English 
parsons. 


Exposing further Kautsky’s ‘lifeless abstractions”, Lenin points out: 


ct theoretical reasoning may lead to the conclusion at which Kautsky 
fas arnved-in a somewhat different fashion but also by abandoning 
Marxism-—namely, that the time is not too far off when (the) magnates of 
capital will unite on a world scale in a single world trust, substituting an 
internationally united finance capital for the competition and struggle 
between sums of finance capital nationally isolated. This conclusion is, 
however, just as abstract, simplified and incorrect as the similar conclusion 
drawn by our Struvists and Economists of the nineties. ..7 


Nabudere, however, repudiates these “neo-Marxists” polemics of Lenin. For he 
“has shown”, as he monotonously reminds us, that the financial oligarchy has 
routed all national bourgeoisies/ Thus to talk of a “national bourgeoisie” is to 
engage in mystification. The struggles between various imperialist “bourgeoisies” 
are just intra-class contradictions between monopoly groups which are part of the 
international financial oligarchy. It is precisely such reasoning which led Kautsky 
to speculate about “peaceful” imperialism, which Lenin termed a “silly little fable”. 
As Lenin pointed out, 


: “Published into a book under the same title TPH and Zed Press, 1977. 
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Kautsky’s theoretical analysis of imperialism as well as his economic and 
political critique of imperialism, are permeated through and. through witha 
spirit, absolutely irreconcilable with Marxism, of obScuring and glossing 
over the fundamental contradictions of imperialism... 


These fundamental contradictions of imperialism include “the competition 
between several imperialism”, i.e. the struggles between various imperialist 
bourgeoisies, which can be conducted either by peaceful means or through wars 
between imperialist states. Nabudere obscures and glosses over these issues 
dubbing all such contradictions as intra-class contradictions between monopoly 
groups. Contradictions between one section of the U.S. financial oligarchy and 
another section can be mediated by the U.S. state since this state basically serves the 
interests of the U.S. bourgeoisie as a whole. It is complete nonsense to think that 
these contradictions can lead to “war” between one “section” of the U.S. state and 
another. However, contradiction between the U.S. financial oligarchy and, say, the 
Japanese financial oligarchy can lead to a war between the U.S. state and the 
Japanese state. So to talk ofall contradictions as contradictions between monopoly 
groups is to obscure. the second type of contradictions and, objectively, to 
propound the Kautskyist fable of peaceful imperialism. 

Of course, subjectively, Nabudere will deny these charges and may even quote 
some isolated passages from his writings to show that he takes into account the war- 
like nature of imperialism. The point, however, is what conclusions logically follow 
from his main arguments, even if the conclusions are not explicitly drawn by 
himself. At the same time, it should be realised that Nabudere excels in 
inconsistencies and self-contradictions. He quite often says something only to say 
its opposite soon after that. At times, political opportunism prevents him from 
drawing the obvious conclusion which follow from his argument. The case in point 
are his views on the state and ruling class. . 

_ Firstly, Nabudere claims that the international financial oligarchy is the 
“economically dominant class” in the imperialist world and asserts that politics 
must follow the base. But he refrains from concluding that therefore the financial 
oligarchy is the international ruling class in the imperialist world. Nabudere has 
also reminded us that each ruling class has.a state machine at its disposal to protect 
and further its interests. But he refrains from concluding that this international 
ruling class therefore has at its disposal an international state to consolidate and 
further its interests. His views on this issue deliberately vague and one is left with the 
impression that he is talking abouta single ruling class controlling many states! The 
inconsistency of this entirely un-Marxist view is obvious. To a single ruling class, 
there corresponds a single state. A separate state implies a separate ruling class. 


Lenin long agoexposed the opportunistic gimmics of “Marxists” who confused this 
Issue, 


The law of economic concentration, of the victory of large scale production 
Over small is recognised in our own and Erfurt programmes. Kievsky [one of 
Nabudere’s predecessors - K.H.] conceals the fact that nowhere is the law of 
political or state concentration recognised. If it were the same kind of law—if 
there were sucha law—then why should not Kievskyformulate it and suggest 
that it be added to our programme? : 

... Kievsky does not formulate that law, does not suggest that it be added 
to our programme because he has the hazy feeling that if he did so he would 
be making himself a laughing stock. Everyone would laugh at this amusing 
imperialist Economism if it were expressed openly and if, parallel with the 
law that small scale production is ousted by large scale production, there 
were presented another “law” (connected with the first or existing side by side 
with it) of small states being ousted by big ones!? 
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ialisteconomism also shy away from drawing such 
hat in the era of “multilateral” imperialism, ang 
“transnational” corporations, there has occurred a merger of various nationa| 
states into a “transnational” or “multilateral” state. They are content With 
ote . “ é ay i 64 red ae - 
muttering about “economically dominant class and that politics must follow the 
base”, Such economism which distorts Marxism into an undialectical dogma has 
also been exposed by Lenin. | We hou in 1 


We recognise—and quite rightly - the predominance of the economic factor, 
but to interpret it a/a Kievsky 1s to make a caricature of Marxism. Even the 
trusts and banks of modern imperialism, though inevitable’ everywhere as 
part of developed capitalism differ in their concrete aspects from country to 
country. There is still a greater difference, despite homogeneity in essentials, 
between political forms in the advanced imperialist countries — America, 
England, France, Germany.!9 it Thea 


The modern peddlers of imper 
conclusion. They cannot show t 


Professor Nabudere’s economism emerges starkly as soon as he starts discussing 
neo-colonialism. Having rapidly gobbled up some Marxist texts, what emerges 
from him is Marxism minus dialectics i.e. confusion. Thus he metaphysically 
maintains that since the financial oligarchy, “the classasa whole on world scale”, is 
the “economically dominant class” before and after independence, the only 
change independence implies is a change of the pigment of bureaucratic personnel 
manning the state machine. Both the colonial and neo-colonial states are 
controlled by and directly serve the interests of the financial oligarchy! 

The question here, as Lenin would put it, is one of: | | 


... the relation of economics to politics: The relation of economic condition 
and the economic content of imperialism to\a certain political form.!! 


To grasp the relation of economics to politics one has not only to stress the 
predominance of economics but also the dialectical interaction between economies 
and politics. Only to stress the former is to propagate metaphysical economism 
about which Engels warned long ago. Striking at its roots, Engels wrote: 


The basis of this isthe common undialectical conception of cause and effect 
as rigidly opposite poles, the total disregarding of interaction. These 
gentlemen,often almost deliberately forget that once an historic element has 
been brought into the world by other, ultimately economic causes, it reacts, 
can react on its environment and even on the causes that have given rise to 
it. ine . 18 A 
The emergence ‘of monopolies, the rise of finance capital leading to export of 
capital and the struggle between monopolies to dominate the world formed the 
economic basis of modern colonialism. However, colonialism, which combined 
imperialist exploitation with national oppression, inevitably gave rise to anti- 
colonial struggles. These struggles were given a tremendous boost with success of 
the October Revolution, On, the other hand, the position of the leading colonial 
powers was weakened withvintensification of inter-imperialist rivalries leading to 
the Second Imperialist War and the emergence of U.S.,a non-colonial power, as the 
leading imperialist power. Thus the anti-colonial struggles triumphed, leading to 
the disintegration of colonialism, With the rise of Social Imperialism and the 
further intensification of inter-imperialist rivalries, final blows are being delivered 
to the colonial system. Witness Angola! Lenin wrote of this long ago: 


All national oppression calls forth the resistance of the broad masses of the 
people; and the resistance of a nationally oppressed population always tends 
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toa national revolt. Notinfrequently (notablyin Austria and Russia) we find 
the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations talking of a revolt, while in practice 
it enters into reactionary compacts with the bourgeoisie of the oppressor 
nation behind the backs of, and against, its own people... For what is a 
‘national’ uprising? It is an uprising aimed at the achievement of politica! 
independence of the oppressed nation i.e. the establishment of a Séparate 
national state.!3) i el } 


Nabudere, being a master of mental acrobatics, will juggle out of these Issues by 
retorting that these arguments are only applicable to Europe as there is no national! 
bourgeoisie in the colonies. Heré he will conveniently forget that according to him 
there is no national bourgeoisie anywhere in the world in the imperialist phase of 
capitalism: Lenin wrote the above'in 1916, so he must be a neo-Trotsk yist! In any 
case, ‘Nabudere’s predecessors who talked about “the unachievability of self- 
determination for colonies in the eta of imperialism” used to remind Lenin that 
there is no proletariat in the colonies!!4 The gimmicks of these economists did not 
fool Lenin. iG: | 


Liberation of colonies, we stated in our thesis, means self-determination of 
nations. Europeans [and some learned professors!-K.H.] often forget that 
colonial peoples too are nations, but to tolerate this forgetfulness 1s to 

tolerate chauvinism... The slogan ‘get out of colonies’ has one and only one 
politicaland economic content: freedom of secession fer the colonial nations, 
freedom to establish a separate state! If, as P. Kievsky believes, the general 
laws of imperialism prevent the self-determination of nations and make it a 

utopia, i!lusion, etc. etc., then how can one, without stopping to think, make 
an exception from these general laws for most of the nations of the world? 
Obviously, P. Kievsky’s “theory” is a caricature of a theory.!> 


So the learned Professor must first realize that itis not correct to talk ofa colonial 
state as a single entity..For it is part of the metropolitan state of the colonizing 
power, an extension of it adapted to the concrete conditions of the colony. What 
independence implies is the establishmentof a separate state and thus ofa separate 
class controlling the state. The bourgeoisie of the former colonial power no longer 
holds ‘state power in the neo-colony. This does not mean that imperialist 
exploitation is done away with. It is infact intensified. For the local ruling class that 
holds state power in the neo-colony is economically dependent on imperialism and 
thus, the neo-colonial state whilst:specifically serving the interest of the local ruling 
class(es), also serves the interests of imperialism as a whole. The difference being 
that the neo-colonial state can act against the interests of a specific imperialist 
bourgeoisie ‘or try to play off one imperialist power against another. It is in this 
sense only that one can talk of the relative autonomy of the local ruling class(es) vis- 
a-yis Imperialism, The extent of this autonomy varies from neo-colony to neo- 
colony depending onconcrete conditions. The genius of Lenin is attested by the fact 
that he realised this long ago. | 


Since we are speaking of colonial policy in the epoch of capitalist 
imperialism, it must be observed that finance capital and its foreign policy, 
which is the struggle of great powers for the economic and political division 
of the world, give rise to a number of transitional forms of state dependence. 
Not only are the two main groups of countries, those owning colonies and the 
colonies themselyes, but also diverse forms of dependent countries, which 
politically are formally independent, but in fact, are emeshed in the net of 
financial and diplomatic dependence are typical of this epoch. We have 
already referred to one form of dependence-the semi-colony. Anexample of 
another is provided by Argentina. ‘South America and especially Argentina,’ 
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aevernitz in his work on British Imperialism, ‘is ,, 
dependent financially on London that it ought to be takeing as almost 
British commercial colony’. Basing himself on the reports of the Austro- 
Hungarian consul at Buenos Aires for 1909, De htt fei the amount 
of British capital invested in Argentina at 8,750 million francs. It is not 
difficult to imagine what strong connections British ts ck Nl (and its 
faithful ‘friend’, diplomacy) thereby acquires with the Argentine bourgeoisie, 
with the circles that control the whole of that countrys economic an 


political life. [Emphasis supphied- &.14. 
What the simplistic notions Nabudere fail to explain is how, in spite of the 
overwhelming doniinance of British finance capital, Lenin can still talk of an 
Argentine bourgeoisie without any quotation marks or qualifications and in fact 
characterize this class as part of “the circles that controls the whole of that country’s 
economic and political life” i.e. the ruling class(es). The professor can only go on 
chanting that if finance capital is economically dominant it also rules, and that the 
“Argentine bourgeoisie” is only a petty-bourgeosie! According to Nabudere, 
British finance capital must constitute “the circle that controls Argentine’s 
economic and political life”. He wants to reduce the whole world to labour and 
capital, a single bourgeoisie and, thus, a single proletariat, a world in which “capita! 
rules”. | ) sue a 
Professor Nabudere has a peculiar knack for engaging in blatant 
generalizations which bear no relations to reality and upholding these as the gospel 
truth. He has completely forgotten what Lenin termed the living soul of Marxism 
i.e. concrete analysis of concrete conditions, Thus he claims that all nationa! 
bourgeoisies have been ‘destroyed and negated’ by finance capital and that in the 
colonies just a petty-bourgeoisie remained. This is flatly contradicted by historical! 
facts. Consider Le Duan’s analysis of Indo-China. : 


writes Schulze-G 













After World War J, the French Colonialists carried out their policy of 
exploiting Indo-China, completely subordinating the economy of the 
countries in this area to the French economy. The Economic conditions of 
Vietnam at that time could only produce a bourgeoisie which was 
economically weak and politically, compromised eee Imperialism and 
followed a policy of reformism.}’ 


Thus, Nabudere, notwithstanding, the rule of French finance capital in fact 
produced a dependent Vietnamese bourgeoisie. Or consider Mao’s analysis of semi- 
colonia] China. ~ TAM PY ESAT Oy 


About forty years ago, at the turn of the century China’s national capitalism 
took its first step forward. Then about twenty years ago, during the first 
imperialist world war, China’s national industry expanded, chiefly in textiles 
and flour milling, because the imperialist countries in Europe and America 
Chee with the war and temporarily relaxed the oppression in 

The history of the emergence and development of national capitalism isat 


the same time the history of th e Chi . tae 
; i¢ emergenc and 
proletariat, '8 y gence of the Chinese bourgeoisie 


Patan these concrete analyses with Nabudere’s “lifeless abstractions” about 

a ne x pate bourgeoisie and’ emergence of a petty-bourgeoisie. Nabudere 

nee fun amenta| break with Marxism when he goes on to state that the petty- 
urge disie constitute a part of the bourgeoisie, 


Dour coisie: Included in this category are the owner-peasants, the 
icraltsmen, the lower levels of the intellectuals —students, 
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primary and secondary school teachers, lower government functionaries, 
office clerks, small lawyers — and the small trades.!9 


Since Nabudere can only visualise a petty-bourgeoisie in the neo-colonies, a 
Nigerian factory owner, a Kenyan capitalist farmer or any President in Africa are 
only petty-bourgeois! According to him, since the petty-bourgeoisie are part of the 
bourgeoisie and since today the international financial oligarchy is the sole 
bourgeoisie, then the petty-bourgeoisie are part of the financial oligarchy! Thus we 
end up with the strange conclusion that a rich peasant in Kilimanjaro, a primary 
school teacher in Tabora and a small trader in Mwanza are part of the financial 
oligarchy—the economically dominant class as a whole on the world scale! 

Firstly, Nabudere is confusing the issue of social composition of class with that 
of political class alliances. It is true that in certain circumstances the petty- 
bourgeoisie takes the side of the bourgeosie but it is also true that the petty- 
bourgeoisie, under proletarian leadership, takes the side of the proletariat. This 
does not mean that the petty-bourgeoisie is either part of the bourgeosie or of the 
proletariat. It is a separate class whichvallies with different classes under different 
conditions. : | 

Secondly, Nabudere’s assertions lead to reactionary political conclusions. By 
putting a factory clerk in the same class as the factory owner, a primary school 
teacher in the same calss as the controllers of the state apparatus, Nabudere 
confuses the enemies of the proletariat with their potential allies. If allare branded 
as “agents of imperialism” this leads to forgetting the potential allies and thus 
falling prey to adventurism. If all are regarded as part of the united front, this leads 
to supporting the existing ruling classes in the neo-colonies i.e. to opportunistic 
reformism. Lenin warned long ago that adventurism and reformism are the natural 
political policies of economism.?° 

It must be mentioned that Nabudere’s silence about social imperialism has 
nothing to do with “tactics” or with lack of information. It follows directly from his 
abstractions about a world bourgeoisie. For otherwise he would have to show that 
the Soviet bourgeoisie is also a part of this global class and that the contradictions 
between the U.S. bourgeoisie and the Soviet bourgeoisie are just intra-class 
contradictions—a thing he knows that he cannot show! 

Nabudere’s ramblings about “the total class as a whole on the world scale” just 
serve the modern Trotskyist talk about a world revolution. Although Nabudere can 
retaliate by saying that he talks of national democratic revolutions, the fact remains 
this does not at all follow from his main arguments. These proletarian conclusions 
are just used as a defence for his reactionary theories. 

To Nabudere and his fellow travellers, the warning which Lenin gave to the 
Imperialist Economists of his time is quite appropriate: 


It is absolutely necessary again and again to warn the comrades concerned 


that they have landed themselves in a quagmire, that their “ideas” have 

Rothing._ in ee a ih Newent or revolutionary Social- 

encourage ideological confusion and direct it into the worst possible channel 

of equivocation, ‘private’ conflicts, incessant ‘friction’, etc. Our duty, on the 

contrary is to insist, in the most emphatic and categorical manner, on the 

obligation thoroughly to think out and analyse questions raised for 
ISCUssion,2! 
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NABUDERE THE “KAUTSKYITE” AND 
HIRJI THE “MARXIST-LENINIST” 


A.B. Kayonga and S.M. Magara 


We would like to join in the on-going debate on the issues of imperialism, state and 
classes, in particular on the paper by Hirji in which he sets out to defend Shivji’s 
theoretical conceptions and expound some of his own. 

Hirji begins by implying that Shivji’s theoretical work is not idealist, static, neo- 
Trotskyite etc. as Nabudere showed in his criticism of Shivji; neither does Hirji 
affirm that it is Marxist-Leninist. From Hirji’s beginning, one would have expected 
him to goahead and defend Shivji’s thesis instead of simply stating that ‘progressive 
circles’ (whatever that means) have been surprised by the criticism. 

Having swallowed his surprise, Hirji then rushes to unleash a tirade of slanders 
against the ‘Professor’. Now he is ‘blabbering Professor’ and then a [‘self-styled’]! 
Marxist-Leninist. Since when did slanders become the Marxist-Leninist method of 
criticism? Who ‘styled’ this Hijri ‘Marxist’, so as to mistake the theoretical views for 
the person? | 


ON CLASSES 


Hirji begins by misunderstanding and consequently misinterpreting Nabudere’s 
thesis. This is because Hirjihas preconceived ideas about the man. Does Nabudere say 
that the financial oligarchy constitutes the entire bourgeois class? No, he does not. 
Let us examine. Nabudere says in the critique that the petty-bourgeoisie are a 
portion of the bourgeois class. He goes on to show that the petty bourgeoisie have, 
since 1880, increasingly manned the state machinery in the capitalist countries 
where ‘the financial oligarchy (monopolist bourgeosie) are the economically 
dominant class’ (emphasis added). Nabudere also says that the financial oligarchy 
dispossesses other bourgeoisie. Hirji understands this to meanall bourgeoisie, so as 
to reach his abstracted and absurd conclusion that the financial oligarchy 
constitutes the entire bourgeois class. In his critique Nabudere shows that, in its old 
age, capitalism leads to the emergence of, inhis words, a ‘monopolist stratum’ of the 
bourgeois class. Moreover careful study of Nabudere’s work. The Political 
Economy of Imperialism, could have dispelled Hirji’s illusion that Nabudere meant 
that the financial oligarchy constitutes the whole bourgeois class. In that work it is 
shown that in the process of production, at some stage of development, a capitalist 
class arises, that in the process of competition in capitalist production, 
characteristic of youthful capitalism, some capitalists are knocked out increasingly 
to join the ranks of the petty bourgeoisie and the proletariat; that in the final stage 
of capitalism a financial oligarchy arises because of the increasing concentra tion of 
capital and dominates all other strata of the bourgeoisie. Why then does Hirji 
understand the man to mean that the financial oligarchy is the entire bourgeoisie 
class? Or is it because to Hirji such analysis is ‘economism”? 
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ON MONOPOLY GROUPS 


The next query of Hirji’s is where Nabudere uses the words ‘monopoly group’ 
when discussing the colonial state. He says that the colonial state arises to adya nce 
the interests of the financial oligarchy. To quote the man: 


“first to ensure that a colony is maintained for the capital of a particular 
monopoly group against other monopoly groups [emphasis added] whichare 
allowed in this sphere on condition that they open up their own spheres to 
conceding groups.” 


If Hiriji is scared of the use of the ‘words monopoly group or groups’, he should 
read (for reassurance) Lenin’s. “The Report on the International Situation and the 
Fundamental Tasks of the Communist International at, the 2nd Congress of the 
Communist International.” (Selected Works, Moscow 1971, p. 450). There Lenin 
says of the First Imperialist War: | Hh 


The First Imperialist War of 1914-1918 was the inevitable results of this 
partition of the whole: world, of this domination by the capitalist monopolies, 
of this great power wielded by an insignificant number of very big banks two, 
three, four of five in each country. This war war waged for the repartition of 
the whole world. It was waged to decide which of the small groups [of 
monopolies, the authors] of the biggest states, the British or the German was 
to obtain the opportunity and the right of rob, strangle and exploit the whole 
world. You know that the war was setled in favour of the British group.... 
[Emphasis added]. : | tty 


Thus Lenin shows that the contradictions between these imperialist states are 
actually contradictions between monopoly groups of different countries, 
contradictions between the financial oligarchy located in different countries. Hirji’s 
query in his ‘critique’ is thus shown to be baseless and bankrupt. 


ON POLITICS REFLECTING THE BASE 


Nabudere says that the economically dominant class in,the neo-colonies is ‘the 
financial oligarchy of the imperialist countries’ and that politics (of the neo- 
colonies) must reflect the base. On seeing this Hirji rushes to misuse the authority of 
Chairman Mao. He says that Mao ‘asserts’ that under certain conditions politics 
determine the base. It is true that Mao says so, however certain conditions are the 
exception rather than the general rule. The general rule is that the politics reflect the 
base, which is but another way of saying that the economic base determines the 
politics. Hirji does not go on to show which are, the certain conditions that 
Chairman Mao is talking of, neither does he cite a reference so that we canexamine 
what it is exactly that Chairman Mao is ‘asserting’. This suggests to.us that Hirji is 
using Mao’s authority out of context. Moreover Hirji should remember that for 
politics under certain conditions to determine the. base, those politics, must 
themselves have been in the first instance determined by the economic base. Under 
what circumstances therefore do politics determine the economic base? This is 
where the proletariat in the struggle with the bourgeoisie as to who should control 
the economic base emerges victorious and transforms the economic base. It is in 
such a context that Mao’s quotation should be understood. Marxism-Leninism 
holds that the material is primary, while not denying the force of ideas having 
emerged on the economic base. To use Mao’s authority, Hirji must show that the 
‘xception is the case in the neo-colonies in the era. of imperialist domination. 
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Moreover if the politics of political independence and a ‘new ruling class’ determine 
the economic base, how is it that imperialist exploitation ‘intensifies’ as Hirji tells 
us? 

The issues raised by Hirji on intra-class contradictions within the bourgeoisie do 
not refute Nabudere’s thesis. It is true that the struggle between various “imperialist 
bourgeoisies’ are actually contradictions between monopoly groups. I refer Hirji 
again to Lenin’s report to.the Second Congress of the Comintern. Nabudere is not 
unaware that these groups are located in different countries. He shows very well his 
awareness of this in his manuscript. What Hirji calls ‘several imperialisms’ is 
actually monopoly groups located in different countries. The sum total of these 
groups located in different countries is what we call the financial oligarchy. The 
contradictions within the financial oligarchy are intra-class contradictions inspite 
of the fact that the class is located in different countries. The monopoly groups 
located in different countries achieve unity at a certain level, but this is not to say 
there’ is no contradiction among them. In all things there is at once unity and 
contradiction. This is a basic that tenet of dialectical materialism. The sum total of 
what Hirji calls ‘imperialisms’ is what we call imperialism. Thus Lenin entitles his 
book Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism. Does Hirji want to tell us Lenin 
forgot to put the “s” after the word imperialism? One is led to conclude that Hirji 
wants to absolutize only the contradictions within the phenomenon by introducing 
his concept of ‘imperialisms’. 

Later in the same section Hirji’says that contradiction between the U.S. and the 
Japanese financial oligarchies may lead to war using the state ineachcountry. This 
is true. Nabudere is aware of it (Political Economy of Imperialism). Nabudere does 
not say that contradiction between one section and another of the U.S. financial 
oligarchy can lead to war between one section of the U.S. state against another. 
Hirji misunderstands Nabudere. Nabudere does not divide the U.S. state into 
sections; Nabudere uses the words monopoly group(s) in the sense that Lenin uses 
them in the Report to the Comintern, not in the way Hirji perceives. 

Hirji asserts that, Nabudere does not draw conclusions. Nabudere says that the 
oligarchy is the economically dominant class and that politics must reflect the base. 
It follows therefore that the oligarchy is also politically dominant in the capitalist 
world. Does Hirji need a Nabudere to draw conclusions for him? 

As the financial oligarchy dominate the state of their own countries, so do they 
also politically dominate the states of other countries where they are economically 
dominant. Since the oligarchy is able to dominate other states and use them for its 
benefit there is no need for the financial oligarchy to establish an international state. 
The bourgeois class arises on the basis of the nation-state and is located in different 
countries where a proletariat also exists. So in each bourgeois country there must be 
a state. If all the bourgeoisie were in one country then there would be one state for 
them. There are many bourgeois states because there are many bourgeois 
countries where the class holds power. However, these states are’similar and have 
the purpose of serving ultimately the interests of the dominant class. As 
international state is not the pre-requisite for the domination of the financial 
oligarchy, The oligarchy uses other states for its interests. Has Hirji not heard of the 
mang scandals in Japan and the Netherlands, of the Shell B.P. scandals in 

y? 

Hirji himself tells us that after political independence, after a separate state is set 
up, imperialist exploitation intensifies, Doesn't this testify to the fact that the 
financial oligarchy dominates other countries, uses other states to serve its 
interests? Why then does he want Nabudere to talk of an international state? 

Hirji says that a separate state implies a separate ruling class. He wants to 


—ss . es . i — 
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establish that the economically dominant class is not the politically dominant. He 
also says that independence implies the establishment of a separate State. He the, 
goes on to tell us that after ‘separate’ neo-colonial States are SU UD, IMperialis, 
exploitation is nevertheless intensified. Is this how the politics of the Met 
ruling class’ determine the economic base? In these circumstances, in what sense is 
the separate ‘ruling class’in the neo-colony'a ‘ruling class”? 

If independence implies the establishmentof a separate state, under which State, 
since Hirji tells us that imperialist exploitation intensifies, is Nabudere not Correct 
in saying that, ‘the political achievements of the neo-colony are brought under the 
control of the financial oligarchy. ..? | | 

From Hirji’s logic one arrives at the conclusion that the emergence of a separate 
state and a ‘separate ruling class’ means intensified imperialist economic 
domination. Can this be so without the corresponding political domination? 

The fact that a neo-colonycan play off one imperialist power against another does 
not make it any more independent if exploitation is intensified in any case. The fact 
that Hirji talks of relative autonomy implies that he recognises there isa dominating 
power. And what is that power if it is not the ‘financial oligarchy. 

The realisation of this domination is not to say political independence is of no 
significance. Nabudere says, “it advances the struggle of the people for democratic 
rights and enables these to be achieved ata very limited level thus making it possible 
for the domocratic revolution to advance. But this political independence does no: 
do away with the grip the financial oligarchy has over the country.” (Emphasis 
added) | 


ON THE PETTY BOURGEOISIE . 


Hirji holds that the. petty bourgeoisie is not a portion of the bourgeoisie class. 
Citing Mao’s analysis of classes in Chinese society to prove that it is not so Hirj! 
forgets that small manufacturers, small capitalists, shopkeepers, pawnbrokers, etc. 
are petty-bourgeoisie in relation to the big bourgeoisie. Marx,'in the Communis' 
Manifesto, says that, | | eet 


“The lower strata of the middle class —the small trades-people, shopkeepers, 
retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants —all these sink 
gradually into the proletariat, partly because their diminutive capital does 
not suffice for the scale on which Modern Industr is 









adi Modern iMmdustry is carried on and is 
swamped in the competition with the large capitalists. partly because their 
specialised skill is rendered worthless be new methods of production” 





If the handicraftsmen, shopkeepers and peasants do carry on small capitalist 
production which ‘is swamped in the competition with large capitalists’, so long as 
this portion engages in small capitalist production, why should it not be called a 
portion of the bourgeoisie class, albeit a lower portion? Chinese analysis is not a 
model for the standard petty-bourgeois in all countries nor does it contradict the 
fact that they are a portion of the bourgeoisie. Thus saying that the petty 
bourgeoisie is a portion of the bourgeois class is not a ‘fundamental break’ with 
Marxism-Leninism. It is, however, true that not all petty bourgeois engage !" 
capitalist production since the petty bourgeoisie is ‘stratified according to its role in 
the process of production and distribution.’ 3 


NABUDERE, KAUTSKY AND HIRJI 


Hirji accuses Nabudere of being Kautskyite. We must therefore examine whether 
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Nabudere’s views are the same as Kautsky’s. What are Kautsky’s views on 
imperialism? Let Lenin tell us: 


Advancing this definition of imperialism bring us into complete 
contradiction to K. Kautsky, who refuses to regard imperialismas a ‘phase of 
capitalism’ and defines it as apolicy ‘preferred’ by finance capital, a tendency 
of ‘industrial’ countries to annex ‘agrarian’ countries. Kautsky’s definition is 
throughly false from the theoretical standpoint. What distinguishes 
imperialism is the rule not of industrial capital, but of finance capital, the 
striving to annex not agrarian countries, particularly but every kind of 
country. Kautsky divorces imperialist politics from imperialist economics, he 
divorces monopoly in politics from monopoly economics... (Imperialism 
and the Split in Socialism Movement, Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1975.) 


Does Nabudere refuse to regard imperialism as a phase of capitalism? No, he 
does not. He shows in his manuscript how the imperialist phase of capitalism arises 
from competitive capitalism as a result of concentration of capitaland the tendency 
of the rate of profit to fall. Ui 

_ Does Nabudere define imperialism as a policy ‘preferred’ by finance capital? No, 
he does not. He shows in his manuscript that.concefitration of capital and the 
tendency of the rate of profit to fall must lead to imperialism. Hirji would like to 
attribute Kautsky’s definition to Nabudere because the latter talks of the 
multilateral strategy of imperialism. Is Hirji correct? No, he isnot. Nabudere traces 
ow imperialism rises in the process of capitalist production. He does not state a 
priori that imperialism is a policy. The multilateral strategy is the strategy 
championed by American imperialism, by the American financial oligarchy, to 
redivide the world in the era of proletarian revolution. The multilateral strategy 
does not lead to peaceful imperialism. This isa misconception in Hirji’s mind. The 
multilateral strategy is at one anc the same time the embodiment of the unity and 
struggle of the financial oligarchy. It holds that the monopoly groups shall exploit 
but on the basis of an open-door policy, on the basis of strength. It means open- 
door competition. It holds that there be no bilateral ties of certain colonies to a 
monopoly group of a particular country only, If Hirji had studied the history and 
functions of the GATT, the IMF, the IBRD —in short, the imperialists agreements 
at Bretton-Woods and elsewhere- he would have known what multilateralism is all 
about and that it does not mean peaceful imperialism, as he would have us believe. 
_ Does Nabudere regard imperialism as a tendency of ‘industrial’ countries to 
annex ‘agrarian’ countries? No, he does not. Like Lenin, he shows that what 
distinguishes imperialism is the rule not of industrial capital but of finance capital. 
This is particularly emphasised in his manuscript where he vindicates Lenin’s thesis 
on imperialism. : 

Does Nabudere divorce imperialist politics from imperialist economics? No, he 
does not. On the contrary, he shows that monopoly in economics leads to 
monopoly in politics. It is Hirji who would like to separate the two by smuggling in 
his new ‘ruling classes’, etc. El ae 

While Kautsky sees only unity in imperialism, Hirji sees only contradiction. 
Nabudere’s views have nothing incommon with Kautsky’s and Hirji’s because these 
two absolutize one Ser atire phenomenon. Their methods and conceptions are 
undialectical, Nabudere shows that imperialism has at once unity and 
contradiction. | 


CONCLUSION 


We have shown that Hirji’s ‘criticism’ and accusations are baseless. Hirji excels 
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more in slander than incriticism. He tells other comrades that they have ‘landeq in: 
quagmire’ and haye turned a principled debate into ‘private ’conflicts and incessar, 
‘friction’, not knowing that it is he who is in the quagmire, it 1s he who has turneg ‘ 
principled debate into ‘private’ conflicts and incessant ‘friction’, not knowing tha t 
is he who is in the quagmire, it is he who has turned a principled debate into Private 
conflicts and incessant friction by coming out to slander more that criticize, , 
would like to reaffirm Lenin’s stand that, ‘Our duty on the contrary is to INSist, in 
the most emphatic and categorical manner, on the obligation thoroughly to thin, 
out and analyse questions raised for discussion’. i 

Severe criticism should never be mistaken for slander, neither should slander fo; 
criticism. by Marxist-Leninists-if indeed they are Marxist-Leninist! a 
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A CARICATURE OF MARXISM-LENINISM 
(A Reply to Karim Hirji) 


D. Wadada Nabudere 


(“To a single ruling class, there correspondsa single state. A separate state 
implies a separate ruling class. For the financial oligarchy to rule 
internationally there must be an international state”-Universal Logical 
Edict enacted by Karim Hirji, on the 22nd day, of August, in the year of our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred and seventy six A.D.] 


We have recently been served with a contribution to the unfolding debate —long 
overdue-on the vital issues of imperialism, class and state from Karim Hirji. We 
are happy that many wrong views that have been thrown around as 
“Marxism-Leninism” are being exposed to a broad democratic opinion in this 
form. Indeed the quotation he ends up with from Lenin puts our position squarely 
and we reproduce it: 


It is absolutely necessary again and again to warn the comrades concerned 
that they have landed themselves in a quagmire, that their “ideas” have 
nothing in common either with Marxism or revolutionary social-democracy. 

-Wecanno longer leave the matter “in the dark”: that would only encourage 
ideological confusion and direct it into the worst possible channel of 
equivocation, “private” conflicts, incessant “friction”, etc. Our duty, on the 
contrary is to insist, in the most emphatic and categorical manner, on the 
obligation, thoroughly to think out and analyse questions raised for 
discussion. 


Thus those of his like who wanted matters‘kept “in the dark” and encourage 
“ideological confusion” cannot claim to be advancing Marxism-Leninism. Our 
open “Critique” will remove this darkness and the basis for private “conflicts and 
incessant frictions” that Hirji might have had in mind. In this way correct line on 
these issues will emerge: What clearly is becoming obvious already is the panic that 
this great debate is causing in the’ camp to which Hirji belongs. No longer is the 
myth held, hitherto the rule, that what was uttered by his like was sacrosanct truth 
which if challenged by those who expressed doubt were arrogantly rebuffed. Now 
the exposure of their'confusion by our open “Critique” forced them to explain 
themselves, and the manner they havé adopted in doing'so clearly shows the 
bankruptcy of their position, letting us know for the first time some of the dogmas 
that have formed the basis of their theses-on Tanzania to which we shall advert later. 
Indeed, what had originally been regarded as innocent mistakes committed in the 
course of learning have cleatly come out as firm ideological positions which no 


longer can be excused; after their erroneousness has been exposed in our earlier 


criticisms,» és ‘ 


i To begin with, Hirji sets himself out at the very beginning of his paper to express 


f ica” aks SA, Bee ie go ae id 
te Ise dal ta “Critique” of Shivji. To quote ‘him: 
‘ =} SIOESG Fi (3 UMA ZOE ' ? é 7 4 . 


as : LAONG tap PSE SLO Mae TITLES Fa Le Sh » 
-S4EY Progressive. circles in -Tanza nia have recently been surprised to learn that 
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Shivji's Class struggles in Tanzania is a ‘neo-Trotskyist’. ‘idealist’, 
‘obscurantist’, ‘static’, ‘unscientific’, ‘electic’, ‘bad’, ‘subjective’, ‘petty- 
bourgeois’, ‘egoistic’, etc., and that it has ‘nothing in common with Marxist- 
Leninist Method’. Thus it is at its best ‘an academic exercise in intellectua] 
fascination and at worst [which we do not say] plain reactionary stuff. 


Having gone to this extent, one then expected him to go on and show, in order to 
justify his “surprise”, that Shivji’s book has neither of these untruths that we ascribe 
to itand todemonstrate that it isa Marxist-Leninist thesis. In other words he would 
be expected to defend Shivji’s thesis against our “Critique” and show our criticism 
to be the empty ‘Marxism-Leninism’ of Professor D. Wadada Nabudere’. But what 
do we get? We are treated to emotional rambling, calling to his aid a barrage of 
quotations from Lenin, Mao Tse-tung, Le Duanetc., to support arguments picked 
up at random from the “Critique” and our “manuscript” on the Political Economy 
of Imperialism, out of context. Before we embark on the task of disentangling 
Hirji’s confusion we would make a few prelimianry observations. 

Firstly, what are these “progressive circles in Tanzania” that he talks about? We 
know many progressive Tanzanians and non-Tanzanians who have approached us 
to express appreciation for the “Critique”. The Hirji’s must have sensed this, and 
that explains their last ditch effort to put up face; otherwise there would be no need 
for them to reply with such outbursts. What is clear to us is that this so-called 
“progressive opinion” in Tanzania is no more than the diminishing group around 
Hirji and his clique which has hitherto held their thesis on Tanzania to be an 
original contribution to Marxism-Leninism, but which alas is being shocked to 
hear that this is far from the truth. 

It is pointless to go over the issues we have already answered in our “Manuscript” 
and “Critique” and other documents and in this connection if he had cared to study 
our “Reply” to Mamdani and Bhagat entitled “The Politics and Political Economy 
of Imperialism”, he would have found it necessary to go over issues like “ruling 
class”, and state. But since he raises them again we are forced to go over some of the 
fundamental issues in order to correct errors which are Clearly intended to create 
more confusion. Moreover, as we regard these differences to be important we think 
they should be approached with seriousness. Hirji’s effort to reduce them to 
absurdity by introducing vulgar expressions will not assit to clarify. issues, and we 
intend to stick to the errors raised strictly without engaging in his trickery. 

Secondly, Hirji continues to commit the idealist errors of Shivji. We pointed out 
in our “Critique” that the basic weakness with idealism was that it abstracted the 
idea from reality and examined the idea “itself” as the reality. This Plato did through 
his method of transubstantiation wherein the reality was transformed into the idea 
which, then joined other similar ideas to form the “Ideal Universal” from which 
individual things (reality) could be judged and understood. Kant perfected 
this idealism by re-affirming the dualistic nature of phenomena. 
He pointed out. that univesality and _ necessity could not be 
arrived at by the empirical method. The principles which lie at the base of 
knowledge, have no intrinsic necessity or absolute authority, They belong to human 
reason and can be verified by fact. But nevertheless they are conditions of self- 
experience, of our knowledge of appearances and useless for the construction of a 
philosophic theory of things in themselves, for there is a world of things as they 
appear to us and a world of things-in-themselves. Real knowledge could only be 

- obtained a prioriand not from empirical sense experience. Knowledge according to 
Kant, comes from ideas shaped and conceived or developed by the human thought. 
Human knowledge does not therefore come after (a posteriori) but before (a priori) 

Independent of human experience and reality. This is idealism par excellence. 
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We regret that we have to revert to this question, but it is necessary to clear the 
debate. In our view, as we shall show, Hirji operates within these idealist environs 
by dealing with reality a priori. He does not analyse the thing as it 1s but as itought 
tq bein order to conform to his a priori position arrived at in the abstract. This is 
what is called dogmatism which is a basic weakness of Hirji’s camp. Dialectical 
materialism does away with this dualism and establishes monism, in which phenomena 
exist on the basis of unity of opposites. As the old and earlier Greek philosophers 
said a thing is and is not. Dialectical materialism scientifically developed this 
concept and demonstrated how the transformation takes place from is to is not, 
leading to a new unity again existing on the basis of struggle of opposites. For 
dualists like Hirji, for instance, to talk about a thing in the singular is to obscure the 
contradiction within it. So we must talk of “financial oligarchies” in order to show 
that there are contradictions among the monopolies. Hirji and his like do not see 
unity in opposites —indeed they do not see that no existence is possible without this 
unity of opposites including the entity we know as Hirji. Thus in order to show that 
the existence of Hirji is contradictory, we must speak of Hirjis. Equally in order to 
see contradiction in imperialism Lenin must talk of “Jmperialism(s) the Highest 
Stage of Capitalism(s)”, and in order to show that there is contradiction in capitalist 
production, Marx should have entitled his works: CAPITAL(S)!! This point is 
important because Hirji hangs ‘on these philistinistic semantics to talk about 
“Kautskyism”™!! 

Thirdly, the accusations against Marx, Engels and Lenin about “economism”, or 
“materialism” made by their opponents early in the century continue to be made in 
disguise by manya neo-Trotskyist. These have nothing in common with the debate 
carried on by Lenin against economism in the working class movement. The first 
accusations made against Marx and Engels about “economism” were petty- 
bourgeois. They were aimed at dealing blows at the Marxist materialist method. 
Thus the first of the bourgeois scholars in sociology who raised this bogey were 
Durkheim and Weber. Although accepting philosophical materialism in words 
they nevertheless went on to fight materialism and in this way fell prey to neo- 
Kantianism of Rikert and Dilthey whichasserted that there cannot be anycomplete 
scientific description of reality, since reality consists of complex divisible profusion 
of phenomena. Even if we were to focus our attention on a concrete element of 
reality, it too was infinite. Social science, therefore, must select from this multitude 
of phenomena only some aspects for study. This neo-Kantian world. outlook, 
therefore, castigated a scientific study of phenomena based on materialist dialectics 
as metaphysical and hence encouraged the dualist world outlook of Kant. Hirji’s 
accusations of “economism”: against the “Manuscript have this ring and have 

nothing in common with Lenin’s polemic. We shall later demonstrate that this is so 
by tracing at length Lenin’s polemics if only to finish this question once and for all. 

Surface it to say here that Engels’ letters, which he wrote between 1890-1894 on 
this question, re-affirmed that although he and Marx and over-emphasized the 
economic element against their adversaries, nevertheless it remained true that “the 
ultimately determining element in history is the production and reproduction of 
real life”. (To Joseph Bloch, September 21-22, 1890). We point this out because 
Hirji abstracts from our “Critique” the five words “economics must reflect the base 
(emphasis his) to conclude that this is “economism” and that this distorts 
“Marxism-Leninism”, without caring to understand the context. Although he 
quotes it extensively, it apparentely does not make any meaning to him. If he 
understood the context he would find no difficulty in this question. We stated and 


we quote again: : + 
: OU DRT SI on} =. if ; 
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The opposition to the colonial rule and imperialism in the era of the 
proletarian revolution leads the imperialists conceding politica] 
independence to the colonial people. It advances the struggles of the people 
for democratic rights and enables these to be achieved at a very limited level] 
thus making it possible for the democratic revolution to advance. But this 
political independence does not do away with the grip the financial oligarchy 
has over the country. This is well known. But what does this mean concretely? 
In our view, it means that the financial oligarchy now under multilateral] 
imperialism still continues to exploit the workers and peasants of the neo- 
colony through continued exports of finance capital. This finance capital has 
magnetic power of tying all capital resources generated internationally to its 
production needs... Thus the political achievement of the neo-colony are 
brought under the control of the financial oligarchy —a process that has never 
been disposed of. Under these circumstances, can there be any doubt that the 
economically dominant class in the neo-colony is the financial oligarchy of 
the imperialist countries and that politics must reflect the base? 


What, if we may ask, is wrong with the above analysis? Hirji merely sticks to the 
last five words, abstracts them from the context and calls them “economistic”. 
Where does the above quote deny the interaction between the base and the 
superstructure? Indeed, if it denied it, how could the politics reflect the base; and 
without interaction how could the “multilateral strategy” (a policy) lead to 
multinational corporations (the base). I bring this out because Hirji seems to be 
indulging in small talk about “Kautsky’s” imperialism as “a policy” and comparing 
it to that of “the learned Professor, [whose] ‘multilateral’ imperialism of today (is) a 
product of the ‘U.S. multilateral strategy’”, without attempting in any serious 
way to grapple with this question apart from engaging in quotations from Lenin 
which he cannot even digest: Hirji does this because he does not have the slightest 
acquaintance with the history of this period and also because he makes no effort to 
study and understand what we are talking about. ' 

If Hirji had gone deeper into the question he would have found that he isaccusing 
us on the first score of being “economistic”; while on the issue of Kautsky, he would 
logically accuse us of seeing imperialism as “a policy” if he understood Lenin’s 
criticism of Kautsky, which is not that of “economism” but of “politicism”. Hirji 
does not do this because he is electic and idealist and regards the two as being 
“economistic” because this happens to bea jargon stuck somewhere in the corner of 
his brain. 4 

But what are the politics that must reflect the base inthe context of the quotation 
reproduced above? It is the politics of finance capital in its effort to justify its 
continued exploitation of the neo-colonial workers and peasants and _ its 
domination and oppression of the neo-colonial peoples in general. It is the politics 
of the petty-bourgeoisie, inter se, of pious hopes, of reformism and of subservience. 
It is the politics of the proletariat, its ideology and the politics of its alliances in 
order to fight the imperialist enemy. All these politics are created by imperialism in 
the colony that are’ inherited by the neo-colony and are a reflection of the base, 
namely the continued grip by finance ca pital on the neo-colony. Do youdeny these 
facts? Which other politics, Hirji, which do not spring from this base, are reflected 
in the superstructure in the neo-colony? | 

The reader can see that Hirji’s conception of “economism” is that of the 
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois who’ deny the materialist conception of history 
‘which places the production of real life to be the basis of all ideas. This is done by 
him because he prepares the ground to state that it would be “economistic” to deny 
the rise of “a new ruling class” which must come into being with a “separate “ae 

In other words, according to him, since Engels says there is interaction between ! 
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base and the superstructure, and since Marx carried out a struggle against 
Feurbach’s mechanistic materialism (without indicating what the debate was all 
about) and since finally Mao Tse-tung “asserts”, that under “certain conditions. 
politics determine the base” (without indicating what “certain conditions” Mao 
Tse-tung had in mind), Hirji then concludes from these that it is “implied” that a 
ruling class, upon the rise of a separate state, would emerge apparently “non- 
economically”! These are a priori assertions which are intended to deny the 
dominant place of economics vis-a-vis politics. Lenin stated and we must repeat: 
“politics is the concentrated expression of economics”. 


1. RULING CLASS 


Indeed this turns out to be the very issue on which Hirji betrays Shivji- whom he 
set out to defend. He took three-quarters of his paper to show that a “national 
bourgeoisie” arose in the colonies and that this became a ruling class under neo- 
colonialism. But this is the very issue on which Shivji isin part inagreement with us! 
Shiyji states in his Silent Class Struggle that the class that exists in the neo-colony ts 
petty-bourgeois. For this reason, Walter Rodney commended him in his comment 
‘for not inventing classes where they do not exist-a tendency of Mechanistic 
Marxists” [p. 62. Note this Hirji!] In Class Struggle in Tanzania, Shivjialso asks “Is 
there sucha thingasa national bourgeoisie in Africa?” (p. 7). He goes on to answer 
this question in the negative (p. 7). Again coming back to the issue later he states: 
“The so-called ‘national bourgeoisie’ in Africa, in this sense, (1.e., of bourgeois 
revolution) are neither national nor bourgeois” (p. 20). This is contradictory but the 
point is clear. It is contradictory because the petty bourgeoisie, although not 
“national”—but petty, i.e. it is not big bourgeoisie but a small bourgeoisie. 
Shivji here clearly agrees that no national bourgeoisie exists in Tanzania. Our 
disagreement with Shivji is the effort by him to try to create such a bourgeoisie in 
the state machine which he calls “bureaucratic bourgeoisie” and this he does 
because‘his understanding of imperialism and his concept of state and class are 
faulty. We have argued in our “Critique” that this has nothing in common with the 
Marxist-Leninist method, because Marx and Lenin and Mao Tse-tung locate 
ruling’classes in the process of production and not in the bureaucracy. This Hirjicalls 
class “economism”, because he says “a separate state” emerged at independence and 
“therefore” a separate ruling class must have emerged and did emerge. These are 
dogmas: We shall come to this point again later. Suffice it to say here that not only 
does Hirji contradict Shivji on the question of the “national bourgeoisie”, but he 
also betrays him by not defending Shivji against our “Critique” which clearly states 
that a ruling class is not a bureaucracy. This is because our evidence and 
argumentation against Shivji on his central thesis is supported by the historical 
record. We argued that on the basis of Shivji’s rationale, a bureaucratic bourgeoisie 
should have emerged in Kenya and not in Tanzania. Hirji does not controvert this 
and we must conclude that he finds the “Critique’s” arguments on this 1ssue 
compelli ence his “surprise” has no basis. 
We Ae ieee is go any mittee into Hirji’s inconsistent arguments on this 
| issue. The only point we want 
question because they are not relevant to this main Bat th estate 
cleared is the accusation he makes 'that we make the error ete a p oe 
bourgeoisie to be part of the bourgeoisie which, according s ie oe sapee 
class”, Because of this alleged error he accuses W ek) > penile =e aM 
bourgeoisie part of the financial oligarchy. He makes these'in | 
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because although he claims to have read the “Manuscript” and the “Critique”, he 
does not understand them. It is not we who make “a Nigerian factory owner, a 
Kenyan capitalist farmer, or a President in Africa” petty-bourgeois. The 
Communist Manifesto groups “small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the 
peasant” as belonging to the “lower middle class” i.e. petty-bourgeois (Selected 
Works, Vol. |, p. 117) and regards them as “portions of the bourgeoisie” (p. 115). 
Comrade Chou Fn-lai in his interview with Hinton to which we referred in our 
“Reply” to Mamdaniand Bhagat, re-affirms this position, when discussing the class 
struggle in China in the contemporary period, and focussing on the events of the 
class struggle during the cultural revolution when he stated: 


According to a Marxist point of view the petty-bourgeoisie belong to the 
bourgeois class and not to the working class or proletariat. 


More than this we have not stated. 

The word “petty-bourgeois” for Hirji’s information means “small capitalist”. A 
President of Africa does not become bourgeois because he is President. He is 
bourgeois if he engages in production of that scale, and he is petty-bourgeois 
because of his class base. So is a Wilson or a Brandt. The conclusion Hirji draws 
that a trader, because he is regarded by the “Manuscript” as portion of the 
bourgeoisie, is part of the financial oligarchy would have to be drawn in relation to 
the Manifesto as well. If he had cared to study the “Manuscript” and the Critique”, 
he would have found that we drawa distinction between the petty-bourgeoisie and 
the financial oligarchy. Indeed thiscomes out of the numerous quotations he makes 
from the “Critique” without understanding their importance — for instance, the one 
he quotes on the very first page of his paper. His failure to understand this fact springs 
from his dualistic world outlook, which cannot enable him to conceive of the 
existence of a thing on the basis of unity of opposites. Indeed, with the same type of 
theorizing that he introduces in this idealist way, the concrete analysis of classes 
within the bourgeoisie is impossible. For instance, take the petty-bourgeoisie as a 
class; although a portion of the bourgeoisie, itis not homogeneous. In this class you 
have small manufacturers, traders, artisans, peasants etc, etc. Among the peasants 
you have rich peasants, middle peasants and poor peasants. On he basis of Hirji’s 
logic if one spoke of a poor peasantas forming a portion of the petty-bourgeoisie, 
one would then have to see him as a manufacturer or a trader, or at worst a rich 
peasant although in fact he has his concrete class position as a portion, or part, of 
the petty-bourgeoisie. Indeed, on the basis of the same logic if peasants is financial 
oligarchy then it follows logically that financial oligarchy is peasant. The whole 
question of analysis of classes would be reduced to this absurdity. You can see, 
therefore, that Hirji’s accusation on this issue is as hollow and baselessas it is petty- 
bourgeois, and reveals the level of vulgarism to which he has sunk. 

We have insisted that the question of class analysis must be a concrete one which 
is approached from a Marxist-Leninist standpoint. An analysis of classes in he 
colonies, semi-colonies and neo-colonies must have pre-colonial class structure and 
the imperialist impact on these societies and the resultant class formations clearly in 
mind. Our treatment of this question in the “Manuscript” is general, indicating only 
general observations of classes in the neo-colony. Analyses of classes in the course 0 
the struggle are shown by two:concrete examples of China and Vietnam. Hirji and 
his friends want us to engage in generalities of a dogmatic type. We dealt with this 
question in the “Reply” to Madani and Bhagat. Hirji engages in the same historical 
abstractions whenhe quotes Lenin on Argentina, Le Duan on Indo-China and Mao 

Tse-tung on China. In all these cases he does not comprehend the historical 
situations that were being discussed. Indeed Mao Tse-tung and Le Duan pointed 
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out that this bourgeoisie which arose in those historical circumstances was a 
“flabby” bourgeoisie. 

What does that mean to the Hirjis? To us it means that this bourgeoisie cannot be 
compared to national bourgeoisies which arose in Europe, USA and Japan on the 
basis of the old bourgeois-democratic revolution. Why are they flabby? Mao Tse- 
tung says that this is because “national capitalism” in China did not play a 
considerable part in Chinese social economy and this was so because this 
bourgeoisie was “mostly associated with foreign imperialism and domestic 
feudalism in varying degrees” (Selected Works,Vol. 11, p. 313). Since Hirjidoes not 
have a concept of finance capital, nay, since he repudiates it as “Kautskyian” this 
latter part of Mao Tse-tung’s analysis is a “lifeless abstraction”. 

What we have left with him are “lifeful” dogmas such as that there is a national 
bourgeoisie in Tanzania because Lenin, Mao, and Le Duan speak of such a 
bourgeoisie in the case of Argentina, China and Indo-China respectively. He gets 
fascinated with the word “bourgeoisie” and constructs dogmas out of it. We cannot 
accept this and we repudiate it, because then according to his thesis and that of 
Mamdani and Bhagat, in line with Shivji, Gundar Frank and a host of other neo- 
Trotskyists: “The immediate enemy is the local ruling class” and must be fought 
first (Frank). Mamdani and Bhagat also conclude from this that: 


Marxist-Leninists in the semi-colonies must face two political tasks: to 
organise the peoples’ democratic struggles against their own ruling classes 
and to give the strongest impetus to the ruling classes of the third world to 
struggle against super-power hegemonism... 


To us in Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda, the principal enemy is imperialism, and 
with the exception of a handful of local reactionaries the national democratic 
revolution will be supported bya broad spectrum of the people, including sections 
of the petty-bourgeoisie although some of them are agents of imperialism, but who, 
in spite of being agents, are oppressed by the financial oligarchies of the imperialist 
countries through the objectified power of finance capital. This brings us to the 
issue of economism and the national question, that Lenin was concerned with inhis 
polemics. 


2. ECONOMISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


As we have indicated, the struggle that Lenin waged against economism had 
nothing incommon with Hirji’s understanding of the question. Indeed, in our view, 
he does not understand this polemic of Lenin against those whose aim was to 
weaken the proletarian struggle by putting forward purely economistic 
Postulations and thereby underestimating the political factors on such issues as the 
national question and working class movement. The polemics in What is to be done, 
in the Critical Remarks on the National Question, and in A Caricature of Marxism 
and Imperialist Economism were aimed at this disease. This polemic was againstan 
yPPortunist trend in the Russian Social-Democratic Party towards the end of the 

“st century and early this century wherein Russianeconomists argued that because 
:; the level of capitalist development in Russia, political struggles of the working 
wet were “impossible”, and therefore concluded that the working class should 

e ict itself to the economic struggles for better working conditions, higher poke 
th “With this narrow and one-sided a pproach, they advanced the erroneous thesis 

» ‘Ne working class should not advance its cause politically. Other opportunists 





capital. It followed from all 
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used similar arguments on the national question and asserted that national self- 
determination of oppressed nations is unachievable under imperialism. They went 
further to say that political struggles for political independence a re “illusory” and 
impracticable, thus ignoring the fact that the struggle of the wo rking class and other 
oppressed and exploited peoples for socialism was not a single act but a whole 
epoch of acute class struggles on all fronts, political and economic, which had to be 
utilised to advance this cause. 

We would now like to deal at some length with Lenin’s polemic against: (A) 
Kautsky, (B) Rosa Luxemburg, and (C) Kievsky. This is because Hirj1 has quoted 
extensively from the critique of Leninagainst Kievsky, even then only partially, but 
ignored the debate with Luxemburg and Trotsky — his fellow travellers — whilst 
his small quotations on Kautsky have concealed the essence of the 
polemic. It is our intention to bring out the context, the wrong positions of these 
opponents of Lenin, and to show how lenin dealth with them. This will help 
remove the veil and mystery around these issues which Hirji’s terror of quotations 
envelopes them with, 


(A) Lenin v Kautsky 

In the course of writing his now famous booklet, Imperialism, the Highest Stage 
of Capitalism, Lenin found it necessary, in the course of his analysis, to rebut the 
views of the renegade Kautsky, who havingbeena leader of the Marxist movement 
in Germany, turned revisionist and reverted to the advocacy of propaganda against 
the working class movement. Lenin had analysed imperialism as the result of the 
contradictory development of capitalism, which as it developed increased 
concentration in production, and with the merger or coalescence with bank capital 
led to the era of monopolies. The era was characterised’by the imperialist countries’ 
striving to annex not only agrarian territories, but’ even the most highly 
industrialised regions. This was because of the fact that the world was already 
partitioned and this obliged those powers contemplating a redivision to reach out 
for every kind of territory. The second feature of imperialism was the revalry 
between several great powers in striving for hegemony, i.e., for the conquest of 
territory, not so much for themselves but mainly to weaken the adversary and 
undermine his hegemony. Lenin then put forward the five-point characteristics of 
imperialism which are well known. 

In his analysis of imperialism, Kautsky in contrast, painted a picture of 
imperialism as a non-contradictory development and slurred over or denied the 
existence of these contradictions. He conceived of imperialism as a product of highly 
developed industrial capitalism. It consisted: in the striving of every industrial 
capitalist nation to bring under its control of to annex all‘large areas of agrarian 
territory, irrespective of what nations inhabit them. This definition Lenin regarded 
as a political definition which abstracted from the economics, in which finance 
capital and not industrial capital was the rule. Lenin recognised this definition as 

correct but incomplete” because imperialism, politically strives for “violence and 
reaction’ : Moreover, Lenin ‘insisted, by ‘putting forward the fact about the 
annexation of agrarian territories by industrial countries, the role of the financier 
sl Ad sraligh asta stated that Kautsky’s defintion was'not only wrong and 
saMiied a es $0 ag it served as a basis for a whole system of views’ which 
Rantiicy sGacheli aes Marxist theory and Marxist practice all along the a 
anideealiGdeae sal ; politics of imperialism ftom its economies, and spoke 0 
bourgeois polic pyle preferred ” by finance'capital, and opposed it to another 

Policy which, he alleged, was possible on the very same basis'of finance 
this that monopoliés’were compatible with non- 
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monopolistic, non-violent, non-annexationist methods in politics. It also followed 
that the territorial division of the world, which was completed during that very 
epoch of finance ca pital, and which constituted the basis of the then peculiar forms 
of rivalry between imperialist powers, were compatible with a non-imperialist 
policy. Because of these conclusions that inevitably followed from Kautsky’s 
treatment of imperialism, Lenin pointed out that it resulted ina slurring-over and 
blunting of the most profound contradictions of the latest stage of capitalism, 
instead of the exposure of their depth, thus leading to bourgeois reformism instead 
of Marxism. (Lenin: /mperialism, Ch. VII). 

Kautsky also had tried to treat imperialism from a “purely economic point of 
view”. In this eclectic treatment Kautsky came to the conclusion that it was 
conceivable that capitalism would yet go from the then existing imperialist policy 
through a new phase, that of cartels, a phase which he called the phase of “ultra- 
imperialism”, a phase of a union of the imperialisms of the whole world without 
struggles among them, a phase when wars would cease under capitalism, a phase 
which would introduce the “joint exploitation of the world internationally united 
finance capital”. Lenin opposed this treatment not because there was no “joint 
exploitation of the world” nor that international finance capital had no unity in this 
exploitation. On the contrary in the realities of the capitalist system this was possible 
on the basis of agreements., etc., during periods of “truce” between wars. But because 
of the rivalries that are inherent in the system of monopolies, wars break out forcing 
a redivision ora repartition of the world. Peaceful alliances prepare the ground for 
wars, and in their turn grow out of wars: 


The one conditions the other, producing alternate forms of peacefuland non- 
peaceful struggle on one and the same basis of imperialist connections and 
relations. within world economics and world politics (op. cit., p. 115) 


He continued: | 


This is because the onlyconceivable basis under capitalism for the division of 
spheres of influence, interests, colonies, etc., isa calculation of the strength of 
those: participating, their general economic, financial, military strength, etc. 
And the strength of these participants in the division does not change to an 
equal degree, for even development of different undertakings, ‘trusts, 
branches of industry, or countries is impossible under capitalism. (p. 114) 





But in his banal and philistinistic fantasies, Kautsky conceived this unity as 
frictionless decided by the imperialists as a policy. This thesis of Lenin is a correct 
method of Marx. based on dialectical materialism. Here capital develops on the 
basis of unity of opposites, that of capital and labour. Within the camp of capital it 
is also a unity of opposites—unity by capital to exploit but only on the basis of 
competition among capitals. It is this contradiction in capital that leads free 
competition to monopoly concentration wherein a new unity.based on monopoly 
control and the division of the world on the basis of agreements, cartels, syndicates 
and wars is possible. But thisdoesnotdoaway with monopolistic competition. The 
rivarly of monopoly groups is the reflection of this bitter monopolistic competition. 

After outlining this polemic, we ask Hirji-to tell us where in our Manuscript or 
“Critique”, when read as a whole, we commit the errors of Kautsky? Where in the 
“Manuscript” do we speak of imperialism as a policy “preferred” by monopolies 
and not arising out of its contradictory development? Where do we suggest as 
“thinkable” that “‘ultra-imperialism” of one trust being the union of all mee 
‘Capital, will emerge “peacefully” doing away with all warsbetween the nese ed 
Where about do-we engage in these “lifeless abstractions ? Hirji has to show this 
concretely and not hide behind a barrage of und igested quotations from Lenin on 
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n! What evidence can he bring forward to “prove” that we put forwa rda 
Kautskyite position or Trotskyist one-sided position of internationalisation of 
capital leading to the rise of the working class on world scale thus leading to a 
“world revolution”? Where are the “blabberings” that he so uprightly exposes? 
A look at his paper will reveal that he picked out little portions of incomplete 
sentences and mixed them together to show that the “learned professor” is a 
Kautskyite. He seems to hang on words like “multilateral imperialism”, “financial 
oligarchy” and “the class as a whole on world scale” as being of any particular 
significance which are not so obvious to us. He disputes the “negation of national 
capital in the colony and neo-colony” without any proof to the contrary apart from 
engaging in mere a prior assertions. Do we have to remind him that here he again 
contradicts his friend Shivji who sees the same negation but which, in his manner, 
he calls “denationalisation”. According to Hirji, at least on this issue, Shivji, whom 
he purports to defend but in fact contradicts, isa Kautskyite! Let Hirji check in case 
he had not thought about it! Having said nothing as shown above, he then states: 


this questio 


For Kautsky, imperialism is a policy but for the learned professor, the 
‘multilateral’ imperialism of today being a product of the ‘U.S. multilateral 
strategy’ represents the rise of the transnational corporate strategy, resulting 
in the implementation of ‘the neo-colonial strategy’! 


Where in the “Manuscript” does jhe get the above tit-bits without any analysis 
whatsoever of the contradictory development of capitalism? He indicates that this is 
from the “Manuscript” put he does not indicate the page reference, What is the page 
reference? Having put up these tit-bits of 19 words collected from here and there 
from a whole “Manuscript” of 550 pages, he then unleashes a whole line of 
_ quotations to refute these tit-bits; a conglomeration of quotations amounting to 
over 200 words, all intended to bombard the 19 words! | 

His tit-bits seem to underline the word. “strategy” because it has meaning o 
“policy” which Kautsky used. Now if he really wanted to find complete sentences 
where the word “policy” is used, there are plenty of them in the “Manuscript”, 
which is further evidence that he has never studied it. We will give a few examples 
which could help him out in his next “critique”. ; 


The U.S. thus saw advantage in the circumstances and was quick to seize its 
chance and emerge as the leading imperialist power, not only over the 
vanquished and their empires but over the whole imperialist camp. This wasa 
‘new imperialist policy of redivision based on “Open Doors” which the U-S. 
had been pursuing during the inter-war years. This new policy was reflected 
in high monopoly circles. ae ce cee GO Te 
This is followed by a quote from these monopoly circles. Is it un-Marxist to talk 
ofa policy” because Kautsky used the word? Wasn’t the “multilateral strategy” a 
US: dictated policy? We would like those who dispute it to prove it was not. But 
what brought about this policy? The “M Ipt” omi 
OS pee policy? The anuscript shows how U.S. economic 
A ecome strengthened during this period due to increased 
€ntration of production and capital which required outlets. It states: 


The rationale behind the U.S, policy was basically t Pathe i: 
‘hind the U.S. policy was basically to get rid of imperial and 
colonial markets which its allies enjoyed to the detriment of the U.S. 


the lo ic or “economism” or “interaction between the base and the 
Gi? Kas His oa ot does not stop there. In fact this policy of “Open 
Bbtickndeatt Piisted ByOtiewUS: dor over 20 years because of its growing 
ation of capital leading to the need for sources of raw materials and new 
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markets. This is analysed in Part Three of the “Manuscript”. The redivision 
dictated was a sign of this power. Does the “Manuscript” paint a picture of non- 
contradictory development of capitalism leading to this new strategy? The burden is 
on Hirji and his like to show this. 

The Manuscript right from the first page analyses this contradiction incapitalist 
development. In Part One, we analyse historically the rise of merchant capital and 
its antagonism, which lead to the genesis of industrial capital. In Part Two, we go 
into the rise of competitive capitalism and its laws of motion, 1m the course of which 
we carry out a polemic against Luxemburg on the market question. We restate 
Marx’s “Law of the Tendency of the Rate of Profit to Fall” and later polemicise 
with Baran and Sweezy, Hirji’s leading neo-Marxist bedfellows, who do away with 
this law, which Marx had described as “the most important law of olitical 
economy, and the most essential for understanding the most difficult relations.” 
These neo-Marxists had brushed it aside in their book Monopoly Capital, whose 
theoretical roots had been worked out in their earlier books, namely Political 
Economy of Growth and Theory of Capitalist Development, by calling the Lawa 
“time-honoured theorem” which had become time-barred by “new developments”. 

We went further to illustrate the relevance of this law to modern conditions and 
insisted that without this lawit is impossible to analyse modern imperialism and its 
contradictions and rivalries—which are mere words to Hirji- the essence of which 
he cannot grapple with in any satisfactory theoretical manner. Indeed, how could 
he when he, Shivji and their like freely accept concepts like “economic surplus”, 
which do away with Marx’s concept of “surplus value” and see no contradiction, 
like Baranand Sweezy, in the “ever increasing accumulation of capital” on the basis 
of their new law. Their theoretical conception of capitalism at this stage cannot 
adequately enable them to comprehend the contradictory development of today, 
however much they may assert that they do. 

In Part Three, we presented Lenin’s analysis of imperialism, showing 
theoretically how Lenin’s analysis springs directly from Marx’s Law of the Rate of 
Profit. This much, at least Hirji’s fellow travellers - Mamdani and Bhagat, admit. 
We go further to analyse finance capital, showing how the world was divided 
among monopoly groups on the basis of agreements and how the division among 
powerful. imperialist states on the basis’ of partitions was completed; and 
demonstrate how wars based on rivalries arising out of monopolistic competition 
led to the Two World Wars, and polemicise against modern attackers of Lenin. We 
demonstrated the growing strength of the U.S. in these inter-war years and 
prepared the historical background to the analysis of multi-lateral imperialism on 
_ the basis of Open-Doors, which we follow up in Part Four. We show how Europe 
and Japan were weakened by wars, how the U.S. emerged the leader, seeking new 
markets for its products and outlets for its capital, how a multilateral system of 
Institutions worked out-the Bretton—Woods system-—to uphold this new 
rédivision based on this Open-Door strategy (no other than neo-colonialism), how 
this redivision leads to the crumbling of the European colonial empire, how the 

‘S.-on this basis ‘builds a military machine to project its partners against 
“communism” and to combat liberation wars in the neo-colonies. We then go on to 
show how in'these changed circumstances, where colonies are no longer preserves 
of particular colonial powers, the U.S. and then other imperialist monopolies‘have 
to re-arrange monopolistic competition on the basis of multinational corporate 
Strategy. The multinational corporations, which Shivji deals with in his book and 
appends at the end is the same phenomenon, Hirji cracks small jokes about this as 
SRC RNs id ga: Sig ie a oh robe bore 

In this general analysis of imperialism do we deny monopolistic competition and 
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rivalries amongst the imperialist powers? We have demonstrated in our “Reply” to 
Hirji’s friends, Mamdani and Bhagat, that this is not the case. We demonstrated that 
although Europe was forced to accept the Open-Doors policy of neo-colonialism, it 
soon erected its own “common market” to stand against U.S. monopoly. European 
countries set up new links through association agreements (Yaounde, Arusha. 
Lome), to continue indirect contacts with their former colonies in Africa and Asia, 
Japan at this time was still occupied by the U.S. but later emerged with her own 
monopolies, which increasingly competed alongside U.S. monopolies in S.E. Asia, 
Africa and Latin America, and in time entered the U.S. market itself. At one point 
we state, and we quote again from the “Reply”: 


This central contradiction of imperialism cannot be resolved by table 
resolutions to be ‘united’. Hence war is still the central instrument of 
imperialism. Capitalist monopoly groups in the U.S. and Europe still 
continue to compete for markets and outlets for capital exports leading to 
‘vertical cohesion and division of labour’ with the third world as we shall 
see. [he transnational corporation cannot remove this basic contradiction. 
So long as this struggle for markets, and raw materials continues (which it 
must) wars among imperialist states are inevitable, although these may, due 
to the existence of the socialist camp, be eased. 


The emphasis is added to bring out the point that our analysis of multinational 
corporate strategy, based on multilateral imperialist strategy, has nothing in 
common with Hirji’s mechanistic understanding of Kautsky’s “ultra-imperialism”, 
which, ascanbe seen in our summary of Lenin’s polemic with him, posed “peaceful” 
imperialism under one monopoly trust as “thinkable”. Lenin had accepted this 
development as an “abstract new phase” but which he said in practice led to dreams 
instead of facing the “sharp” tasks of today. Lenin said: 


There is no doubt that the development is going in the direction of a single 

world trust that will swallow up all enterprises and all states without 
exception. But the development in this direction is proceeding under such 
stress, with sharp tempo, with such contradictions, conflicts, and 
convulsions-—not only economical, but also political, national etc., etc., that 
before a single world trust will be reached, before the respective national 
finance capitals will have formed a world union of “ultra-imperialism”, 
imperialism will inevitably explode, capitalism will turn into its opposite. 
(Introduction to Bukharin’s book on-IJmperialism and World Economy, 
Monthly Review 1973, p. 14) : 


In the manuscript we do not even go to entertain this “Kautskyism” of Leninas 
“abstract” possibility, precisely because what Lenin said is happening today, 
namely, the whole colonial and imperialist system is crumbling down, with still 
many monopolies in the field competing for areas of exploitation. Because Hirji 
does not comprehend what Lenin is talking about he naively states: 


Nabudere, however, repudiates these ‘neo-Marxist’ polemics of Lenin. For 
he has ‘shown’, as he monotonously reminds us, that the financial oligarchy 
has routed all national bourgeoisie! 


Where does Lenin deny that the financial oligarchy has routed all “national 
bourgeoisie”? In the above analysis he talks of “national finance capital”. This 
“national finance capital” is controlled by the financial oligarchy which can only 
survive on international exploitation. But this routing of capitalist competitive 
enterprises by monopolies does not remove contradictions among “national 
monopolies”, Later we shall show how Lenin re-affirs this international rule of the 


financial oligarchy. 
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(B) Lenin v Luxemburg 

We bring in this polemic because Hirji ignored it completely. Because of its 
importance on the national question and the issue of a separate state we reproduce 
it here. The errors of Hirji’s attitude of not taking Marxism-Leninism as a science 
with its basic orientation and not just a matter of brilliance, have been further 
exposed by his formulations on the national question. He has shown that he does 
not have the grasp of the essence of a Marxist-Leninist analysis of issues. This type 
of analysis requires that a given question be examined “within definite historical 
limits” (“Critical Remarks” p. 51), so as to be able to bring out its general and 
particular features. In relation to the national question, this categorical 
requirement implies “that a clear distinction must be drawn between the two 
periods of capitalism (i.e., the period of competitive capitalism and the period of 
monopoly capitalism - D.W.N.) which differ radically from each other as faras the 
national movement is concerned (“Critical Remarks” p. 51). This is the approach 
that would guide a Marxist-Leninist in examining issues bearing on the national 
question. But with the Hirjis we are treated from start to end to ahistorical logical 
deductions. 

First in his haste to deny the concept of “international financial oligarchy”, and 
therefore the whole concept of capitalist imperialism, he blocks all consistent 
examination of the national question when he states as follows: 


“... toa single ruling class there corresponds a single state. A separate state 
implies a separate ruling class” (Emphasis added- D.W.N.). 


Once he has coined suchanabsolute proposition applicable for allages, he can then 
go on to further abstract that “what independence implies is the establishment of a 
separate state and thus of a separate class controlling the state (Hirji’s emphasis). 

We dare say that such a position amounts to non-recognition of the national 
question. It is actually sheer opportunism when he smuggles in his grand thesis the 
reservation that imperialist exploitation continues and intensifies after the 
establishment of a separate state with its separate ruling class. The flat statement 
that the local ruling class(es) iseconomically dependent on imperialism does not tell 
us much theoretically; for this class(es) and its attribute of dependence must be 
proved historically and analytically and not merely proclaimed. 

Secondly, he philistinely attributes to Lenin’s analysis his neo-Marxist petty 
bourgeois views when he boldly proclaims that “...a separate state implies a 
separate ruling class” and that “independence implies (emphasis added- D.W.N.) 
the establishment of a separate (Hirji’s emphasis) state and thus a separate ruling 
class”. We ask Hirji to point out where in Lenin’s entire analysis this tie-up is stated, 
letalone implied. We could give Hirjia whole lifetime and we are sure that he would 
be forced to admit that this tie-up is nothing but his own “blabbering”. No wonder 
then that he opportunistically abstracted from Lenin’s profound work on 
“Questions of National Policyand Proletarian Internationalism” the lone phrase of 
“separate state” and conveniently puta way the entire analysis it contains. This is, to 
say the least, a childish attitude of going about serious issues with the interest of 
merely scoring points. It is in this light that we view Hirji’s one-sided interest in 

nin’s other work A Caricature of Marxism and Imperialist Eeonomism which he 
Vainly called to his help. We canassure him that Lenin’s major work on the national 
question remains and will continue to haunt Hirji and his like. Moreover, they 
Should have no illusions that it is they alone who have a privileged access to the 
revolutionary works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Le Duan, etc., and that 
they can thus indulge themselves in selective references to their ideas asand when it 
Suits them, 9 90) fret wooiw TT | 





| unbiased 
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Thirdly, Hirji makes a grave error when he vainly attempts to obscure and 
repudiate the democratic nature of the national question under the pretext of 
fighting economism. Again this is at the level of denying the concept of imperialism 
when he scoffs at our statement that political liberation means a partial change. He 
childishly reduces this to a laughable colour nonsense when he misinterprets it as 
Sac only change independence implies is a change of the pigment (note this 
puerility -D.W.N.) of bureaucratic personnel manning the state machine. Both the 
colonial and neo-colonial states as states are controlled by and directly serve the 
interests of the financial oligarchy”! Because he is steeped in economism of the 
worst type, no wonder he cannot have an idea atall that the national question is one 
of the points of the democratic programme of Marxist-Leninists. In the chapter 
“The Socialist Revolution and the Struggle for Democracy (Critical Remarks)” 
Lenin links up the right of nations to self-determination to the struggle for 
democracy thus: 


The socialist revolution is nota single act, it is not one battle on one front, but 
a whole epoch ofacute class conflicts, a long series of battles onall fronts, 1.e., 
on all questions of economics and politics, battles that can only end in the 
expropriation of the bourgeoisie. It would be a radical mistake to think that 
the struggle for democracy (emphasis added -~D.W.N.) was capable of 
diverting the proletariat from the socialist revolution, or of hiding, 
overshadowing it, etc. On the contrary in the same way as there can be no 
victorious socialism that does not practice full democracy, so, the proletariat 
cannot prepare for its victory over the bourgeoisie without an all round, 
consistent and revolutionary struggle for democracy. It would be no less 
a mistake to remove one of the points of the democratic programme, for 
example, the point on the self-determination of nations on the grounds of its 
being ‘impracticable’ or ‘illusory’ under imperialism (p. 111. Emphasis 
added- D.W.N.) 


it is clear from the above analysis of Lenin that the national question belongs to 
the sphere of political democracy (later we shall have occasion to refer to Lenin’s 
elaboration of this point) and its achievement, short of the socialist revolution, 
means partial change. Lenin made this analysis to awake the Rosa Luxemburgs 
who could not visualise such a democratic change because of the economic strength 
of imperialism. The Rosa Luxemburgs of today, the Hirjis, pass over to the other 
extreme. They accept that self-determination is achievable but they surreptitiously 
put words in the mouth of Lenin by their insistence that “a separate state implies a 
separate ruling class”, which now with its own ruling class exploits the masses and is 
the immediate target of the struggles of the masses. This is economism in its 
extreme, and objectively serves to mask the main enemy of the people, i.e, 
imperialism. Where the proletariatiand the other toiling masses to be misled by this 


_ pseudo-revolutionary petty-bourgeois position, there is no doubt that they would 


end up trapped in a rut of fighting endless losing battles, nay, coup d’etats. 

At this point we consider it necessary to refer the reader to, the context of the 
national question, that is to go over Lenin’s debate with the economists of the 
Luxemburg type as published in the book Questions of National Policy and 
Proletarian Internationalism, We do this for several reasons. We have already 
stated the first reason when we repudiated Hirji for abstracting the lone phrase of 
Separate state” (without even acknowledging that it is taken from Lenin’s 
analysis). As we pointed out, he did this deliberately in order to obscure the 
Marxist-Leninist position ‘and even brazenly to attribute his extensions of 

Marxism-Leninism” to Lenin. Secondly, we must bring out the context so that the 
reader can judge for himself whether our position is economistic, that is, 


ad 


whether we do not recognise the right of nations to self-determination in the 
Marxist-Leninist sense. Thirdly, we refer to the context of the national question,so 
that we highlight certain points which are not covered by our refutations of his neo- 
Trotskyist positions. 

Lenin put out this work in order to clarify the significance of the struggles for 
national independence by the colonised and semi-colonial peoples and the attitudes 
and tasks of the proletariat of the oppressorand oppressed nations in relation to the 
Right of Nations to Self-Determination. Lenin was prompted to unleash this 
theoretical struggle against the opponents of Marxism and the proletarian struggles 
because personages like Rosa Luxemburg, a Polish: Marxist, who being unable to 
grasp the “revolutionary tactics” of the proletarian revolution, derived the concept 
and propagated the “unachievability” of self-determination by the oppressed 
nations on grounds that it would be made “impracticable” by the economic 
dependence of these nations on the big imperialist nations. Further, Rosa 
Luxemburg maintained that because of the existence of the bourgeoisie in the 
oppressed nations, the support for self-determination of the oppressed nations 
meant support for the nationalism of the bourgeoisie in these nations. 

In this reply Lenin first of all emphasises the “bounden duty” of the Marxists 
“... to defend one special demand in the national question that is the right of nations 
to self-determination. . . to political secession” (p. 7-8). The Marxists were duty- 
bound to support this “if they do not want to betray democracy and the 
proletariat”. The tremendous importance of the question derived from its being a 
component part of the national programme of working class democracy which 
Lenin sketches out as: 


Absolutely no privileges for any one nation or any one language. The 
solution of the problem of the political self-determination of nations, that is 
their aspiration as states by completely free democratic methods, the 
promulgation of the lawfor the whole state by virtue of which any measure, 
(rural, urban or communal, etc., etc.) introducing any privilege of any kind 
for one of the nations and militating against the equality of nations or the 
rights of a national minority, shall be declared illegal and ineffective, and any 
citizen of the state shall have the right to demand that such a measure be 
annulled as unconstitutional, and that those who attempt to put it into effect 
be punished. (p. I5) 


The question that we must ask Hirji is whether he has ever heard of such 
programme, attempted to study its implications and whether he accepts it 
unconditionally? Certainly his ability to identify a local ruling class “on the morrow 
of political independence” is a peculiar treatment of this. aspect of the general 
democratic programme that has nothing incommon with Marxism-Leninism. This 
peculiar manner of handling the question is also revealed by Shivji in his now 
famous statement. 

In contrast to those Marxists who either supported unconditionally nationalism 
Or rejected it altogether Lenin pointed out clearly the opposition of Marxism to all 
forms of nationality ina bourgeois society and the full recognition by Marxism of 
the historical legitimacy of national movements, 1.€., the tendency towards the 
formation of national states. In this way, Lenin was able to set out the narrow limits 
of the recognition of the national movements in so faras the democratic struggle of 

€ proletariat are concerned. It is appropriate to quote Lenin at length on this 
question: aioe <tr 
h nationalism, be it even of the most just, 


_ Marxism cannot be reconciled w rand. In place of all forms of nationalism 


purest, most refined and civilised b 
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Marxism advances internationalism [note this our Hirjis and ask Lenin what 
he means by this word since there is no international state!]. The 
amalgamation of all nations in that higher unity, a unity that is growing before 
our eyes with every mile of railway line that 1s built, with every international] 
trust, and every workers association, that is formed (an association that is 
international in its economic activities as well as in its ideas and aims) 
[Emphasis added- D.W.N. ]. es a . | 

The principle of nationality is historically inevita ble in bourgeois society 
and, taking this society into due account, the Marxist fully recognized the 
histoncal legitimacy of national movements. But a this recognision 
from becoming an apologia of nationalism, 1t must be strictly limited to what 
is progressive in such movements, in order that thisrecognition may not lead 
to bourgeois ideology obscuring proletarian consciousness. [Emphasis 
added—-D.W.N.] 

The awakening of the masses from feudal lethargy and their struggle 
against all national oppression, for the sovereignty of the people, of the 
nation are progressive. Hence it is the Marxist’s bounden duty to stand for 
the most resolute and consistent democratism on all aspects of the national 
question. This task is largely a negative one. But this is the limit the 
proletariat can go to in supporting nationalism, for beyond that begins the 
“positive” activity of the bourgeoisie striving to fortify nationalism. [Lenin’s 
emphasis. ] 


Let us nowexamine briefly Rosa Luxemburg’s arguments and their refutation by 
Lenin. In the first place we should point out that Lenin’s ideological struggle was 
directed at Rosa Luxemburg because of all the opponents of the Marxist 
programme she represented the most dangerous current. Without Lenin’s 
adherence to Marx’s and Engel’s teachings and his sharp ideological vigilance and 
combativeness Rosa Luxemburg with her well established reputation as Marxist 
would easily have passed off revisionsim for Marxism. Rosa Luxemburg’s views on 
the national question fell into two broad categories. First, in her opposition to 
Clause 9 of the Social Democratic Labour Party Programme, Rosa Luxemburg 
denied the Marxist principle of nationality in bourgeois society, arguing that the 
formation of national states as the economic entities best suited for the 
development of capitalism was not inevitable. She argued: 


This ‘best’ national state is only an abstraction which caneasily be developed 
and defended theoretically, but which does not correspond to reality. (p. 48) 


: Lenin rebuffed the intellectual disquisition of Rosa Luxemburg on this score by 
pointing out the crux of the matter, i.c., whether an understanding of self- 
determination lay “... in legal definitions deduced from all sorts of ‘general 
concepts’ of law or ina historico-economic study of the national movement” (p. 46). 
In other words the question must be treated concretely and not simply generally. 


Lenin went on to examine the issue from “a historico-economic study of the national 
movements” noting that: . | 


as a the world, the period of the final victory of capitalism over 
cides as been linked up with national movements. For the complete 
alee in % sp lbctagh production, the bourgeoisie must capture the home 
thet im ues must be bo luiee Mivanited territories whose population 

He ty ae language, with all. ot stacles to the development of that 

a econo te ee 18 consolidation in literature eliminated, Therein is the 
a eter g Aaa be ation of national movements. .. Therefore the tendency of 
which these requiremengs ayfowands the formation of national states under 
SE Sequirements of modern capitalism are best satisfied. The most 
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profound economic factors drive towards this goal and, therefore, for the 
whole of Western Europe, may, for the entire civilised world, the national 
state is typical and normal for the capitalist period [p. 47, Lenin’s emphais]. 


On the basis of “historico-economic conditions of national movements” Lenin 
maintained “...we must inevitably reach the conclusion that the self-determination 
of nations means the political separation of these nations from alien national bodies, 
and the formation of an independent national state... It would be wrong to 
interpret the right to self-determination as meaning anything but the right to 
existence as a separate state.” [p. 47, emphasis added- D.W.N. ] 

So there we have the phrase “separate state” on which today’s brilliant Marxists 
have staked their everything and all ina vain bid to make Marxism-Leninism more 
profound. But as we can see, there is no tie-up of a separate state with a separate 
ruling class in the way our learned Hirjis have attempted to make it appear. If Lenin 
had stopped here maybe he would have had a chance to get away with the 
vulgarisation of Marxism-Leninism. 

After Lenin had routed Rosa Luxemburg on the inevitability of the principle of 
nationality in bourgeois society, the latter then turned around to dismiss the right to 
self-determination of small nations on the grounds that it had been made “illusory” 
by the development of the great capitalist powers and by imperialism. Lenin pulled 
the ground from under the feet of Rosa Luxemburg on this issue thus: 


For the question of the political self-determiantion of nations and their 
independence as states in bourgeois society Rosa Luxemburg has substituted 
the question of their economic independence. This is just as intelligent as if 
someone, in discussing the programmatic demand for the supremacy of 
Parliament, i.e., the assembly of people’s representatives ina bourgeois state, 
were to expound the perfectly correct conviction that big capital dominates 
in a bourgeois country, whatever the regime in it. (p. 49) 


So as not to leave room for any doubt about what precisely Lenin was talking 
about, he went on to point out: 


ao athe standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for the 
development of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by the national state. 


This does not mean of course that sucha state, which is based on bourgeois 
relations, can eliminate the exploitation and oppression of nations. It only 


means that Marxists cannot lose sight of the powerful economic factors that 
give rise to the urge tocreate national states. It means that ‘self-determination 
of nation’s in the Marxists’ Programme cannot from a historico-economic 

_ point of view have any other meaning than political self-determination, state 
independence and the formation of a national state [p. 50. Emphasis added 
on “political”] 


i] 


It is clear from the above quotation that Lenin’s analysis took account of the 
Production relations of a nation that has emancipated itself politically from 
bondage of alien national bodies and has set up a separate state. The questionas to 
Whether such political transformation leads to complete rupture of national 
€xploitation and oppression has to be considered on the basis of existing 
Production relations taking fully into account the definite historical period of a 
Capitalist development. It cannot be decided a priori and generally or by mere 
gical deductions of the Hirji type-‘ta separate state implies a separate ruling 
(Controlling) class”! We contend that it is only from the scientific standpoint of 
“enin that we can explain the dawn of national independence for the ex-colonies 
and the continued and intensified imperialist exploitation and oppression by the 


financial] oligarchy 


bv 
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Lenin went on to clarify why the colonial peoples after political libera tion would 
still suffer exploitation and national oppression by the financial oligarchy: 


... There was formerly an economic distinction between the colonies and the 
European peoples~at least the majority of the latter—the colonies having 
been drawn into commodity exchange but not into capitalist production, 
Imperialism changed this. Imperialism is among other things, the export of 
capital. Capitalist production is being transplanted [Hirji you want to 
substitute “extend” for “transplant”!] to the colonies at an ever increasing 
rate. They cannot be extricated from dependence on European finance 
capital. From the military standpoint, as well as form the standpoint of 
expansion, the separation of colonies is practicable, as a general rule, only 
under socialism; under capitalism it is practicable only by way of exception 
or at the cost of a series or revolutions both in the colonies and the 
metropolitan countries. [p. 42, Lenin’s emphasis] 


We have now a scientific, historical explanation of the origins and roots of 
imperialist exploitation and domination of the neo-colonies long after their 
attainment of national independence. Contrary to obscurantist formulations of our 
brilliant Hirjis, our countries are now suffering intensified imperialist exploitation 
and domination not just because we are controlled or ruled by economically 
dependent classes, for dependence is not such a generality, in Marxist-Leninist 
terms, but by the continued and now internationalised exploitative grip finance 
capital has over our countries. It is necessary to ditinguish historically forms of 
dependence, instead of generalising them as the Hirjis do. Again, let Lenin tell us 
how this may be approached: 


... Ina commodity-producing society, no independent development, or even 
development of any sort whatsoever, is possible without capitalism. In 
Europe the dependent nations have both their own capital and easy access to 
it on a wider-range of terms. The colonies have no capital of their own, or 
none to speak of, and under finance capital no colony can obtainany except 
on terms of political submission. (p. 1243) 


Is this not type of “economism” that Hirji and his colleagues accuse us of? Hirji 
may want to exclaim that this is bad or dismiss the. analysis on grounds that Lenin 
was referring to colonies and not neo-colonies. But precisely this is the pointed 
question that he has to answer unequivocally, how has political liberation ruptured 
the grip of finance capital on our countries? 

Farlier, we pointed out that the national question is one of the points of the 
democratic programme of the proletariat. Luxemburg made a vain attempt to 
ridicule and trample on the democratic significance of the right of nations to self- 
determination in a typically bourgeois manner by contending that it was 
“impracticable”. Lenin dealt with this attack by exposing it as the attitude of the 
bourgeoisie towards the position of the proletariat on the national question. In the 
course of refuting Rosa Luxemburg’s views, Lenin characterised further the 
political nature of the right to self-determination of nations, as having to do with 
the “relationships of capitalism and of political democracy”, and set out the 
revolutionary manner of handling the entire question in a way that links it up 
ultimately with the proletarian struggle for the socialist revolution, the maximum 
Solution to the national question. Because of the great significance Lenin’s analysis 


bears on our further struggles against imperialist exploitation and domination, we 
prefer to set it out fully: 


- . It Would be no lessa mistake to remove one of the points of the democratic 
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programme, for example, the point on the self-determination of nations, on 
the grounds of it being ‘impracticable’ or ‘illusory’, under imperialism. The 
contention that the right of nations to self-determination is impracticable 
within the bounds of capitalism can be understood either in the absolute 
economic sense, or in the conditional, political sense. 

In the first place it is radically incorrect from the standpoint of theory. 
First in that sense, such things as, forexample labour money or the abolition 
of crises, etc., are impracticable under capitalism. It isabsolutely untrue that 
the self-determination of nations is equally impracticable. Secondly, even the 
one example of the secession of Norway from Sweden in 1905 is sufficient to 
refute ‘impracticability’in that sense. Thirdly, it would be absurd to deny that 
some slight change in the political and strategic relations of, say, Germany 
and Britain, might today or tomorrow make the formation of a new Polish, 
Indian, and other similar state fully ‘practicable’. Fourthly finance capital in 
its drive to expand, can ‘freely’ buy or bribe the freest democratic or 
republican government and the elective officials of any, even an 
‘independent’ country. The domination of finance capital and of capital in 
general is not to be abolished by any reforms in the sphere of political 
democracy, and self-determination belongs wholly and exclusively to this 
sphere. This domination of finance capital, however, does not in the leas 
nullify the significance of political democracy as a freer, wider and clearer 
form of class oppression and class struggle. [Emphasis added]. Therefore all 
arguments about the ‘impracticability’, in the economic sense, of one of the 
demands of poilitical democracy under capitalism are reduced to a 
theoretically incorrect definition of the general and basic relationships of 
capitalism and of political democracy as a whole. In the second sense the 
assertion is incomplete and inaccurate. This is because not only the right of 
nations to self-determination but all the fundamental demands of political 
democracy are only partially ‘practicable’ under imperialism, and then in a 
distorted form and by way of exception (for example, the session of Norway 
from Sweden in 1905). The demand for the immediate liberation of the 
colonies that is put forward by all revolutionary social democrats is also 
‘impracticable’ under capitalism withouta series of revolutions. But from this 
it does not by any means follow that, Social-Democracy should reject the 
Immediate and most determined struggle for all these demands — such a 
rejection would only play into the hands of the bourgeoisie and reaction — but 
one the contrary it follows that these demands must be formulated and put 
through in a revolutionary and not a reformist manner going beyond the 
bounds of bourgeois legality, breaking them down, going beyond speeches in 
Parliament and verbal protests, and drawing the masses into decisive action, 
extending and intensifying the struggle for every fundamental democratic 
demand up toa direct proletarian onslaught on the bourgeoisie, i.e., up to the 
socialist revolution that expropriates the bourgeoisie. 

.. . Increased national oppression under imperialism does not mean that 
social democracy should reject what the bourgeoisie call the ‘utopian’ 
struggle for the freedom of nations to secede but, on the contrary, it should 
make greater use of the conflicts that arise in this sphere too, as grounds for 
Mass action and for revolutionary attacks on the bourgeoisie. [pp. 111-113. 
Lenin’s Emphasis] 


Such is the Marxist-Leninist line on the democratic revolution. It is up to an 
nest reader to compare the historical, revolutionary and dialectical analysis of 
“nin and our appreciation of it and the arrogant, ignorant, simplistic tie-ups of 
Hirji and his fellow travellers on this issue. This is done in spite of Lenin’s clear 
‘mphasis “. :). liberation of oppressed nations implies a dual transformation in the 
Political sphere: (1) the full equality of nations and (2) freedom of political 
Separation” (p, 127). The conclusion is irresistible that the motive of the Hirjis in 
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avoiding to treat the national question in the context of Lenin’s specific work on the 
matter, and instead abstracting a lone phrase — separate state - was none other than 
to misuse the revered authority of the great Lenin in the vile and vain endeavour of 
presenting a distorted and one-sided viewpoint of Marxism-Leninism. We wholly 
repudiate them for this childish but nonetheless dangerous attitude. 


(C) Lenin vs. Kievsky 

Hirji draws a lot of his “fire” from Lenin’s pamphlet, A Caricature of Marxism 
and Imperialist Economism, in order to fight against-our views on imperialism, etc., 
and prove that they are “a caricature” of Marxism-Leninism because they are 
“economistic”. He quotes from this important 61-page pamphlet seven times in his 
12-page hodge-podge of quotations. The reader is led to believe that he has read 
that pamphlet carefully and that he knows the context and the arguments in the 
quotes he has uplifted as they were put forward by Lenin against the economistic 
Kievsky. However, in his great haste to hit back and due to his now familiar 
dogmatic, eclectic approach, he completely forgets to give us the proper context of 
the arguments so that the readers of his so-called critique could be enlightened, on 
the nature of the debate that went on between Leninand Kievsky. However, to have 
done so would have totally ruined his case for there is nothing in the pamphlet that 
supports his new concepts, his dogmatism and pure “logical” abstractions. 

Now let us see in a summary form what the debate between Lenin and Kievsky 
was all about and the context within which it took place. 

In the opening paragraphs of the pamphlet referred to above, Lenin set out the 
general context of the discussion as being that of a continuing theoretical 
(ideological) struggle between Marxism and “a caricature of Marxism” which had 
began in “the earlynineties” (1890s). In his struggle against the new trend he pointed 
out that “caricature of Marxism” had assumed “the shape of Economism, or 
‘strikeism’ ” to which we have already referred. The Iskrists (Marxist-Leninists) had 
won that first round of the fight both “against petty-bourgeois Narodism” 
and “bourgeois liberalism”. The Bolsheviks (Lenin’s — revolutinary 
wing of the former Social Democratic Labour Party of Russia) had 
now to fight relentlessly against a similar trend during the unsuccessful first Russian 
bourgeois revolution of 1905 and later in 1908-10. He then indicates that the views 
of Kievsky, the subject of debate in the pamphlet, regarding the first imperialist 
World War, were economistic and thus apolitical. To quote him: 


. .. Recognition of the present war as imperialist and emphasis on its close 
connection with the imperialist era of capitalism encounters not only resolute 
oppenents, but also irresolute friends, for whom the word ‘imperialism’ has 
become all the rage. Having memorised the word, they are offering the 
workers hopelessly confused theories and reviving many of the old mistakes 
of the old Economism. Capitalism has triumphed — therefore there is no need 
to bother with political problems, the old Economists reasoned in 1894-1910, 
falling into rejection of the political struggle in Russia, Imperialism has 
triumphed — therefore there is not need to bother with the problems of 
political democracy, reason the present-day imperialist Economists. 
Kievsky’s article (“The Proletariat and the ‘Right of Nations to self- 
determination’ in the epoch of Finance Capital”). . . merits attention as 4 
sample of these sentiments, as one such caricature of Marxism [p. 7-8. 
Emphasis is Lenin’s ~ D.W.N.] — , | 


; a aving thus put the points at issue in these broad terms, he then proceeded to 
ee one by one with the main points of “Kievsky’s disquisitions”. Already, 
Owever, We can see what in the main, was Kievsky’s error. And even here we s¢¢ 
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that the concept of “Economism” in the context of imperialism has nothing in 
common with the meaning Hirji attaches to it, as we have shown in our preliminary 
remarks. 

Lenin first dealt with what he called the “central” point of Kievsky’s disquisitions, 
i.e., Kievsky’s disagreement with the famous clause of the Russian Social 
Democratic Labour Party programme adopted at the Second Congress of the Party 
in 1903, “dealing with national self-determination”. This is the same clause against 
which Rosa Luxemburg and others, as we have demonstrated, had unsuccessfully 
waged a spirited struggle, dubbing it a betrayal of the proletarian cause since it 
encompassed the “interests” of the proletariat in the oppressed nations and those of 
the “national bourgeoisie” in these nations, thereby, they thought, obscuring the 
contradictions between Labour and capital. Kievsky argued thus: 


‘This demand (i.e., for national self-determination) directly (!!) leads to 
social-patriotism’, and that it implied sanctioning the treason of the French 
and Belgian social-patriots, who are defending this independence (the 
national independence of France and Belgium) with arms in hand! They are 
doing what the supporters of ‘self-determination’ only advocate ... We 
categorically refuse to understand how one can simultaneously be against 
defence of the fatherland and for it. [p. 9. Brackets exclamations and 
emphasis are Lenin’s —- D.W.N.] 





Clearly these views were not new nor was the reply by Lenin new. Kievsky’s views 
on clause 9 were the same as those that had been refuted by Lenin in the Critical 
Remarks on the National Question not very long before. Lenin argued that one had 
to approach the issue of self-determination historically and concretely. He showed 
that the Party’s stand “On the Defence of the Fatherland” slogan had correctly put 
forward the position that “The present (1914-1919) war is, in substance [an 
imperialist war since it was waged in furtherance of an imperialist policy], unlike the 
‘genuinely national wars’, which ‘took place especially (especially does not mean 
exclusively!) between 1789 and 1871’ and whose ‘basis’ was a long process of mass 
national movements, of a struggle agaisnt absolutism and feudalism, the overthrow 
of national oppression”, [p. 9, Quotes as adopted by Lenin — D.W.N]. 

In relation to this, contrary to the eclectic Hirji who sees no connection between 
the general and the particular within it, Lenin observed: 


The present imperialist war stems from the general conditions of the 
imperialist era and is not accidental, not anexception, not a deviation from 
the general and typical. Talk of defence of the fatherland is therefore a 
deception of the people, for this war is not.a national war. In a genuinel 
national war the words ‘defence of the fatherland’are nota decentionandrae 
are not opposed to it. [p. 10] 


To further elaborate the same point, he continued: 


Marxism, which does not degrade itself by stooping to the philistine’s level, 
requires an historical analysis of each war in order to determine whether or 
not that particular war can be considered progressive, whether it serves the 
interests of democracy and the proletariat and, in that sense, is legitimate, 
Just etc. [p. 11] ae 


And a little later he stressed further the same point: 


National self-determination is the same as the struggle for complete national 


liberation, for complete independence, against annexation, and socialists 


cannot ~ without ceasing to be socialists ~ reject sucha struggle in whatever 
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form, right down to an uprising or war. [p. 13, All emphasis are Lenin’s 
D.W.N.] 


Such are the main points on the “central” issue of self-determination made by 
Kievsky and Lenin, respectively. We would like the dogmatic Hirji to tell us in 
which way our views differ from those of Lenin, if indeed, they are concerned with 
the same issues. 

The second point dealt with by Lenin in the pamphlet is headed “Our 
Understanding of the New Era”. Under this rubric, Lenin rebukes Kievsky for his 
mechanistic use of the term “era” by which he substitutes “ridiculous stereotype” for 
“concrete analysis” of social phenomena: 


Kievsky has flagrantly distorted the relations between the ‘era’ and ‘the 
present war’. In his reasoning, to consider the matter concretely means to 
examine the ‘era’. That is precisely where he is wrong. An era 1s called anera 
precisely because it encompasses the sum total of variegated phenomena and 
wars, typical and untypical, big and small, some peculiar to advanced 
countries, others to backward countries. To brush aside these concrete 
questions by resorting to general phrases about the ‘era’as Kievsky does, is to 
abuse the very concept of ‘era’. (p. 16) 


Before we go into Kievsky’s actual errors, let us observe here that in our 
“Manuscript” we painstakingly, by following closely Marxist-Leninist views and 
analysis, restate the Marxist-Leninist position on the various ‘eras’ and stages of 
‘capitalist development and the various “imperialism”, in the context of a general 
movement, identifying “the sum total of variegated phenomena and wars... As 
regards the struggles of oppressed countries, we only refer to two “phenomena” - 
the Chinese and Indo-Chinese Revolutions - as concrete but variegated phenomena 
within the era of “finance capital” or “capitalist imperialism” as Lenin called it. We 
deliberately avoided making general views about otherwise concrete phenomena. 
Mamdani, Bhagat and now Hirji insist on substituting the general for the particular 
and then turn round to accuse us of that very error by turning our general 
observations, which are correct at their level, into concrete analysis of concrete 
situations of their choice. 

We must put a pointed question to them: In our analysis of the eras of 
mercantilist, free-trade and modern imperialisms as such, where do our views differ 
from those expressed by Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Le Duan and all the 
other Marxist-Leninists? In what way have we distorted the concept of “finance 
capital” as developed by Lenin- notas distorted by philistines of the Hirji type? In 
what way, indeed, are our views dogmatic when we deal concretely with China and 
Viet-Nam? In what way are we dogmatic in our concrete discussion of Tanzania 
while criticising Shivji’s “very bad book’? Such are the questions that our self- 
acclaimed Marxist-Leninists have to answer in order to show that their viewpoints 
are scientific and that ours are wrong on these two issues. 

Let us see how Kievsky, whom Lenin was refuting, put his views on the “era” and 
concrete phenomena: 


The right of nations to self-determination is one thing in the era of the 
formation of national states, as the best form of developing the productive 
forces at their then existing level, but it is quite another thing now that this 
form, the national state, fetters the development of the productive forces. 
vast distance separates the era of the establishment of capitalism and the 

___ national state from the era of the collapse of the national state and the prec 
the che of capitalism itself. To discuss things in general out of context wit 
_ time and space, does not befit a marxist. [p. 16] 
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Obviously this was a mechanistic presentation of the question at issue. Lenin thus 
rightly dubbed it “a sample of caricaturing the concept ‘imperialist era’ ”: He 
showed how he had dealt with the question in his theses on the National Question 
which concretely distinguished the national question in three types of countries: 


First type: the advanced countries of Western Europe (and America), where 
the national movement is a thing of the past; Second type: Eastern Europe 
where is a thing of the present (1916); Third type: semi-colonies and colonies, 
where it is largely a thing of the future. (p. 17) 


Our “Manuscript” assumes and indeed clearly argues that countries which used 

to bein the third category, “here the national movement was a thing of the future” 1n 
1916, have for decades now become countries where the national movement has 
become “a thing of the present”. We took pains to show how imperialist domination 
and exploitation have continued in spite of political independence which therefure 
means “neo-colonialism”. Is this a caricature of Marxism? Do not hide behind 
phrases like “it does not follow logically” (!!) from the main thesis, or phrases like, * 
‘“the main thrust” of the Manuscript abstracts from contradictions’ (Mamdani and 
Bhagat). For this kind of observation stems from their failure to comprehend our 
discussion, based on Lenin’s analysis of imperialism and of finanace capital after 
the Second imperialist World War. Logical deductions are not a method for 
studying the concrete. 
- Now, just because Hirji shows a very limited understanding of the Marxist- 
Leninist tactical and yet strategic position on the issue of national movements, we 
shall quote two short excerpts from the pamphlet on which he relied on this issue 
before we comment on his errors: 


... In England, Germany, etc.; the ‘fatherland’ is a dead letter, it has played its 
historical role, i.c., the national movement cannot yield here anything 
progressive, anything that will elevate new masses to a new economic and 
political life. 
_ History’s next step here is not transition from feudalism or from patriachal 
savagery to national progress, to a cultured and politically free fatherland, 
but transition from a ‘fatherland’ that has outlived its day, that is 
capitalistically overripe, to socialism. 
_ The positionis different in Eastern Europe...only a Martian dreamer could 
deny that the national movement has not been consumated there, that the 
awakening of the masses to the full use of their mother tongue and literature 
(and this is an absolute condition and concomitant of the full development of 
capitalism, of the full penetration of exchange to the very last peasant family) 
is still [1916] going on there. The ‘fatherland’ is historically not yet quite a 
dead letter there . .. whereas the English, French, Germans and Italians lie 
when they speak of defending their fatherland in the present war, because 
actually what they are defending are not their native language, not their right 
to national development, but their right to national development, but their 
rights as slave-holders, their colonies, the foreign “spheres of influence” of 
their finance capital, etc. (p. 18-19) 


We have in effect argued, although not using exactly the same words or 
Phraseology as the above, that the national question in our countries was not fully 
resolved and that therefore “the national movement has not beenconsumated ”and, 
in line with Lenin, Stalinand Mao, that suchconsumation will only be effected by 
: € total Overthrow of imperialism from the economy f rom where it springs to have 
_, °ntrolling power over the politics of the neo-colonies in general, although the 

“gree of such power definitely differs from neo-colony to neo-colony, depending 
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on the internal alignment of class forces and the level of development of the 
productive forces. We have devoted the whole of Part VI of our “Manuscript” 
entitled “The End of Imperialism” to argue that the new-democratic revolution js 
the way out for the neo-colonies, Is this “economism”? Don’t our self-acclaimed 
Marxist-Leninist realise that by posing the local petty bourgeois (which have been 
nurtured and yet are oppressed by dominating imperialist economic interests) as the 
true “ruling classes” and as the immediate enemy against whom “the struggle” 
must be waged, the, are in effect denying continued imperialist exploitation and 
domination and the necessity for continues revolution under the leadership of the 
proletariat? Must we remind Hirjiand his friends of Lenin’s concept of the financial 
oligarchy as the rentier (usurer) class that thrives on “clipping of coupons” based 
largely on the exploitation and plunder of the backward countries (mainly neo- 
colonies and semi-colonies in the Third World)? Does he need to be reminded too 
that the backwardness and lack of transformation into fully fledgec commodity 
producing regions of these neo-colonies with genuine local industry, etc., is the very 
conditio-sine qua non of such usury? When we advocate the furtherance of new 
democratic revolutions for neo-colonial countries you accuse us of advocating the 
Trotskyist nonsense of “world revolution” because you do not comprehend the 
dialectical relationships that finance capital objectifies in real world. 

The third point that Lenin dealt with in the pamphlet is “What is Economic 
Analysis”? under whih he refuted once again the mechanistic view of Kievsky, 
which had been advocated by his predecessors like Rosa Luxemburg ..., that self- 
determination of nations is, under modern imperialism, “unachievable” in the 
economic sense. Lenin once again shows that the issue of self-determination does 
not relate to overthrowing the entire system of finance capital but rather of one 
aspect of that system, political domination throughannexation orcolonial rule. He 
refutes once again Kautsky’s opportunistic concept of imperialism which we have 
already discussed and which Kievsky was emulating. Then Lenin gives a more 
scientific “economic definition” of imperialism by removing the dualism that 
Kievsky and the other opponents of the necessity of the proletarian parties to 
recognise the right of oppressed nations to self-determination had introduced thus: 


Economically, imperialism (or the “era” of finance capital — it is nota matter 
of words) is the highest stage in the development of capitalism, one in which 
production has assumed such ‘big, immense proportions that free 
competition gives way to monopoly. That is the economic essense of 
imperialism. Monopoly manifests itself in trusts, syndicates, etc., in the 
omnipotence of the giant banks, in the buying up of raw material sources, 
etc., in the concentration of banking capital, etc. Everything hinges on 
economic monopoly. [p:21/2. Emphasis and brackets are Lenin’s -D.W.N. ] 


_ Then he discusses the political structure corresponding to this phenomenon: 


The political superstructure of this new economy, of monopoly capitalism 
(imperialism is monopoly capitalism) is the change from democracy to 
political reaction. Democracy corresponds to free competition. Political 
reaction corresponds to monopoly. ‘Finance capital strives for domination, 
ea om Rudolf Hilferding rightly remarks in his Finance Capital. 
_[p. 


Now this being a crucial point in'the discussion at hand, let us see how Lenin deals 
further with the issue of self-determination in this context. But to start with, let us 
see how he poses the questions, To quote him: | 


: 5 ' : i De j é : 
_ And how does imperialism ‘combine’ its economies with the republic? Can 
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wealth dominate under this form of government? The question concerns the 
‘contradiction’ between economics and politics. [p.25] 


These questions were raised specifically because Kievsk y had made a rather 
strange argument that “imperialism far from smiles on the republic, [among other 
things], and [its] achievement is therefore extremely difficult”. Lenin then 
proceeded to answer the questions, as incidentally as he had so clearly done in State 
and Revolution: 


Engels replies: “The democratic republic officially knows nothing any more 
property distinctions (between citizens). In it, wealth exercises Its power 
indirectly, but all the more surely. On the one hand, in the form of the direct 
corruption of officials* of which America provides the classical example:** 
on the other hand, in the form of analliance between governments and stock 
Exchange. |. 

There you have an excellent example of economic analysis on the question 
of the ‘achieva bility’ of democracy under capitalism. And the ‘achievability 
of self-determination under imperialism is part of the question. . 

The democratic republic ‘logically’ contradicts capitalism, beeause ‘officially’ 
it puts the rich and the poor on an equal footing. That is a contradiction 
between the economic system and the political superstructure. There is the 
same contradiction between imperialism and the republic, deepened or 
aggravated by the fact that the changeover from free competition to 
monopoly makes the realisation of political freedom even more ‘difficult’. 

How, then, is capitalism reconciled with democracy? By indirect 
implementation of the omnipotence of capital. There are two economic 
means for that: (1) direct bribery; (2) alliance of government and stock 
exchange (that is stated in our these — under bourgeois system). Finance 
capital ‘can freely bribe and buy any government and any official’. [p. 26] 


Now let Hirji and his friends dub this as “lifeless abstraction”, let them rumble 
about “politics does not always reflect the base” (a thing of course we never said !!), 
let them do as they may, but they won’t run away from this shattering blow of the 
great Lenin on the state. Must we explain yet again such basic, very fundamental 
Marxist-Leninist concepts to those who claim to be Marxist-Leninists, who show 
such great acquaintance with the Marxist-Leninist writings on the question by their 
numerous quotations? Let the great Lenin finish the job, for indeed. he, on the basis 
of Marxism and against similar philistine views like those of Hirji & Co., finished it 
long ago. How did Lenin view the contradiction between monopoly capital, which 

negates democracy in general, and democratic forms of states? He viewed it in 
substantially the same way as Marx and Engels had done with regard to the 
contradiction between competitive (industrial) capitalism and democracy. He said: 


What, it can be asked, is altered in this respect when capitalism gives way to 
imperialism, i.e., when pre-monopoly capitalism is replaced by monopoly 
capitalism? [Lenin asked and then answered thus:] tr i 
Only that the power of the stock exchange increases. For finance capital is 
industrial capital at its highest, monopoly level which has merged with 
banking capital. The big banks merge with and absorb the stock exchange oe 
Further, If ‘wealth’in general is fully capable of achieving domination over 
any democratic republic by bribery and through the stock exchange, then 


*Issq Shivji and his followers like the eclectic Hirji regard them as the “ruling class” and call 
that Marxism-Leninism! indi 

tS avenin America and even during Engels’ time, wealth exercised its power “indirectly, but 
all the more surely”!! How about the Hirji & Co.? 
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how can Kievsky maintain, without lapsing into a very curious ‘logica| 
contradiction’, that the immense wealth of the trusts and the banks, which 
have thousands of millions at their command, cannot ‘achieve’ domination of 
finance capital over a foreign, 1.e., politically independent, republic?? [The 
double question marks are Lenin’s - D.W.N. p.26-27] 


In these very clear terms, which the learned Hirji does not seem to undertand, 
Lenin, in following the Marxist analysis of the bourgeois state and in repudiating 
Kievsky and his kind (the Hirjis), re-emphasises the point that, both in theory and in 
practice there is no dualism between state and economy but that the economically 
dominant class is, as a rule, also the politically dominant class. It is open to any 
reader to see that Leninis saying that finance capital, and hence its owning class, the 
financial oligarchy [united by capital yet in antagonism because of the private 
nature of appropriation of the surplus value produced by socialised labour and 
socialised capital] ‘achieve domination’ over any democratic republic by various 
means, two of whichare the most significant. Where then lies Hirji’s basis for saying 
by implication, that Lenin meant that political “independence implies . . .the 
establishment of ... a separate class controlling the [independent] state...”? If Hirji 
and Co. have been looking for rationalizations of their petty-bourgeois, neo- 
Trotskyist theories in Marxism-Leninism, they had better give up the search there, 
for Marxism-Leninism is totally opposed to their neo-Trotskyist, dualist ramblings. 

Having reached this point of Lenin’s refutation of Kievsky, we have reached the 
end of his discussion of the three “central” points of Kievsky’s “disquisitions”. 
Lenin went on to illustrate further the scientificity of these views in theirapplication 
to “The Example of Norway”, to “Monism and Dualism” and to “The Other Political 
Issues Raised and Discussed by P. Kievsky”, We shall not go into these aspects in 
detail except to quote from these sections those excerpts which further prove that 
Hirji’s use of this pamphlet as a source of authority for his philistinistic views is 
totally untenable with the spirit and letter of the pamphlet. We shall restrict our 
summary and observations to the issue of what is meant by the right of nations to 
self-determination as explained in this pamphlet in order to show further that 
Hirji’s presentation of it is anti-Leninist, although he quotes from this pamphlet on 
this issue. He does so in order, as we have seen, to rationalize his rather curious 
“idea” (it is nothing more) that every separate state implies a separate ruling class. 

On the example of Norway which “achieved” her right to self-determination from 
Sweden in 1905 and thus presenting a clear and concrete proof of the 
“achievability” of that right “in the era of the most rampant imperialism”, Kievsky 
had ventured a refutation of the Leninist position. His refutation was based on a 
mere a priori reasoning by negative deduction. As Lenin presented it, Kievsky in 
effect said: “enactment of a law against trusts does not prove their prohibition 1s 
unachievable” (p.27). Then Lenin made the following observations which in fact 
further expose the dualism of Hirji and his freinds: 


The example is an unhappy one, for it militates against Keivsky. Laws are 
political measures, politics. No political measures can prohibit economic 
phenomena. Whatever political form Poland adopts, whether she be part of 
Tsarist Russia or Germany, or an autonomous region, or a politically 
independent state, there is no prohibiting or repealing her dependence on the 
finance capital f the imperialist powers, or preventing that capital from 
buying up the shares of her industries. 

_The independence Norway ‘achieved’ in 1905 was only political. It couldnot 
affect its economic dependence nor was this the intention . . .(p.27-28) 


These views are clearly the same in substance as those we have summarized and 
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quoted elsewhere on the issue of the relationship between politics and economics 
which Hirji vainly tried to refute as “economistic”. The mere political independence 
of a country; the mere form of its political existence, does not mean that it is out of 
reach of the domination of finance capital, for finance capital has various ways of 
asserting its power, both directly and indirectly. Under capitalism as is very well 
known by all who are least acquainted with Marxism-Leninism, the law of uneven 
development regions supreme. This manifests itself not only at the level of the base 
(the economy), but also at the level of the superstructure (politics). Once we accept 
the dominance of finance capital in any given country with whatever form of state 
structure, can we turn round and advocate the idea of a separate ruling class (and 
hence of “separate politics”) unless we can show how that class has arisen 
historically and at the level of production, of economy? 








Thus we can understand Lenin’s rebuff against the one-sided viewpoint of 
Kievsky who maintained that self-determination, or political independence, or the 
right to secede, or the right to set up a separate state (all essentially mean the same 
thing), was “economically unachieveable” simply because in the era of finance 
capital, “national” capital cannot hold its own against the rapacious finance capital 
- a very clear fact, by the way, which our backward-looking Hirjis do not seem to 
understand, namely that political independence is possible under the rule of finance 
capital at the level of the economy.* Kievskyand Co., who failed to understand that 
capital (including finance capital) can and does rule under various forms of state 
structures, deserved the following rebuff which Hirji himself quoted out of context: 


The law of economic concentration, of the victory of large-scale production 
over small, is recognised in our own programme ...Kievskyconceals the fact 
that nowhere is the law of political or state concentration recognised. If it 
were the same kind of law if there were such a law — then why should not 
Kievsky formulate it and suggest that it be added to our programme? Is it 
right for him to leave us with a bad, incomplete programme, considering that 
he has discovered this new law of state concentration, which is of practical 
significance since it would rid our programme of erroneous conclusions? 
Kievsky does not formulate that law, does not suggest that it be added to our 
programme, because he has the hazy feeling that if he did he would be making 
himself a laughing-stock. Everyone would laugh at this amusing imperialist 
economist if it were expressed openly and if, parallel with the law that small- 
scale production is ousted by large-scale production, there were presented 
another ‘law’ (connected with the first or existing side by side with it) of small 
states being ousted by big ones! [pp. 28-29] 


Hirji by asserting that since political independence under capitalism means, in 
the Marxist-Leninist sense, “a separate state”, it must follow that it also means “a 
separate ruling class” for that “separate state”, caricatures Lenin in vain. It is true to 
say, In a sense, as we have stated, that all colonial territories form part of the 
territorial expanse (realm) of the metropolitan state and its economy. It isnot true, 
however, that a separate state fora former colony necessarily negates the continued 
dominance of the economic interests of the metropolitan bourgeoisie (which after 
independence and because of that independence under given historical social 
conditions, become challenged and joined by the ‘interests of the imperialist- 
bourgeoisie of other imperialist countries). If the annexation of territory implies 
concentration of states under given historical circumstances, it does not follow that 
as a rule, there is a tendency towards the concentration of states just like it is true 


* Which by the way is not the same thing as “separate politics”, which the Hirji’s imply as well 
In a one-sided manner — D.W.N. 
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that, as a general rule of capitalist development, there is a tendency towards the 
concentration of capital and production, the negation of free competition py 
monopoly or of small capital by big capital or of national capital by finance 
capital. Hirji seems to suggest this idea to himself when he talks of an internationa| 
ruling class implying an international i.e.,concentrated state! Thisidea stems from 
his own confusion. For to say that the emergence of “a separate state” from the 
imperialist state (concentrated state) necessarily implies, by itself, the emergence of 
“ @ separate ruling class” means that the concentration of capital and production 
necessarily goes hand in hand with the concentration of state and thus the 
separation of state must necessarily imply the separation of “economy”, meaning 
the separation of “national capital” from finance capital. This would be a very 
strange thing since finance capital negates and absolves any subsisting national 
capital, and the negation of finance capital cannot be by “national capital” but by 
socialism. Hirji’s dogma that a separate state implies a separate ruling class (under 
capitalism) leads him to imagine the springing up of national capital in the face of 
finance capital on the basis of the mere fact that a separate state has sprang up in the 
face of finance capital. Such is the muddled “logic” of Hirji and his friends, but 
surely such is not Marxism-Leninism as indeed Lenin yet shows: 


Economically, imperialism is monopoly capitalism. To acquire full 
monopoly, all competition must be eliminated, and not only on the home 
market (of the given state), but also on foreign market in the whole world. Is 
iteconomically possible, in the era of finance capital to eliminate competition 
even in a foreign state? Certainly it is. It is done through a rival’s financial 
dependence and acquisition of his sources of raw materials and eventuality of 
all his enterprises— which [by the way Karim Hirji & Co.- D.W.N.] took place 
in the case of neo-colonies during ihe period of colonisation between 1870- 
1914. [p.22] 

National self-determintion means political independence. Imperialism 
seeks to violate such independence because political annexation makes 
economic annexation easier, cheaper (easier to bribe officials, secure 
concessions, put through advantageous legislation, etc.) more convenient, 
less troublesome — just as imperilaism seeks to replace democracy generally 
by oligarchy but to speak of the economic “unachievability” of self- 
determination under imperialism is sheer nonsense. [p.23] 


Would Hirji, in line with his logic, not agree that his dualist reasoning leads to the 
same “sheer nonsense”, because, once we agree that a mere creation of a separate 
state under finance capital does not and cannot give rise to a separate “national” 
capital and its personification in a ruling “national bourgeoisie”, then, on Hirji’s 
premises political independence would be “unachievable” under finance capital. 

Thus we can conclude, without going into other important but not directly 
relevent points in the pamphlet (A Caricature of Marxism and Imperialist 
Economism), from which Hirji quoted so extensively, by reproducing one of his 
quotes from this same pamphlet — but this time in full: 


To criticise an author, to answer him, one has to quote infullat least the main 
propositions of his article. But in all of Kievsky’s propositions you will find 
that every sentence contains two or three errors or illogicalities that distort 
Marxism. [p.40] 


We have in this part and elsewhere in this critique shown how Hirji not only 
commits illogical errors but also fundamentally distorts Marxism-Leninism, 
including using quotations from Marxist-Leninist writings without taking the 
trouble of acquainting the reader with the context from which the quotes ws 
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uplifted and misused. As we have already observed, to have put the quotations in 
their proper context would have ruined Hirji’s case and would have made his case 
without content, but as it is the case turns out to be no case atall. Having shown his 
failure to grasp and present the context and the substance of his quotes from the 
pamphlet under discussion, it is not necessary for us to disprove particular 
quotations he made except by way of shattering his central arguments, which we 
have partly done here and which we will revert to in the next section. 

Having unravelled the confusion that Hirjiand introduced into Lenin’s thesis on 
imperialism and the national question, we now turn to deal with specific areas of his 
arguments and try to bring to a conclusion our reply to him. We have already dealt 
with the issue of RULING CLASS and we now turn to the question of the STATE, 
in order to round up our arguments. 


3. THE STATE 


The views which Hirji bring out on this issue of the state touch very closely on the 
issue of the ruling class. Hirji’s paper must be praised for the fact that for the first 
time it brings out in stark openness the positions which appear to us to be the very 
basis of the petty theories that his clique put forward on the state and classes in 
Tanzania and as we shall show ina later critique of Mamdani on Uganda. We must 
now summarize these views again in order to deal with them in detail, in order to 
round up the discussion. This is necessary although this issue has been touched on 
at various points already. Hirji’s position starts from the proposition that the 
colonial state was “part of the metropolitan state, adopted in the concrete 
conditions of the colony”, in which the metropolitan bourgeoisie” is the ruling class. 
It is a single state, because: 





To a single ruling class, there corresponds a single state. A separate state 
implies a separate ruling class. 


Leaving aside a quotation from Lenin, which we have shown not to have the 
contextual relevance, he proceeds: 


What independence implies is the establishment of a separate state and thus 
of a separate class controlling the state. The bourgeoisie of the former 
colonial power no longer holds state power in the neo-colony. This does not 
mean that imperialist exploitation is done away with, it is in fact intensified. 
For the Tocal ruling class that holds state power in the neo-olony is 
economically denenieni On imperialism and thus, the neo-colonial state 


whilst specifically serving the interests of the local ruling class(es), also at the 
same time serves the interests of imperialism asa whole. The difference being 
that the neo-colonial state canact against the interests ofa specific imperialist 
bourgeoisie or try to play off one imperialist power against another. It is in 
this sense only that one can talk of the relative autonomy of the local ruling 


Class(es) vis-a-vis imperialism. The extent of this autonomy varies from neo- 
colony to neo-colony depending onconcrete conditions. [ Allemphasis added 


except over the words separate, specific, relative autonomy and vis-a-vis. ] 


Again leaving out Hirji’s quotations from Lenin (on Argentina), Mao Tse-tung (on 
China) and Le Duan (on Indo-China), which were abstracted by him, we now 
Proceed at this stage to try to disentangle the dualism heaped up in these bundles of 
verbiage, 


A. Colonial State 


ITj’S proposition that the colonial state was “part of the metropolitan state” 1s 
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substantially true. In our vieweven if Hirji maintained (which is more correct) that 
it was a separate state created to accord with the concrete conditions of each colony 
and tailored to serve the interests of the financial oligarchy, he could still logically 
maintain that some transformation took place at independence. But this is no 
accident because he also maintains that because of this 1t was the ruling class in the 
colony. He could still maintain the same with the second proposition we advance, 
since we have already demonstrated froma Marxist-Leninist position of Engels and 
Lenin, the financial oligarchy can have recourse to and does rule throughany form 
of (separate) state. But furthermore, what Hirji fails to distinguish here is the 
dialecticalconnection between political control of the colony through its appointed 
Governors and Commissioners as well as local chiefs or traditional rulers in the 
colony and the economic control by the financial oligarchy which alone identifies 
them as a ruling class and thus of having the right of presiding over the political 
superstructure. There is a dialectical relation which he does not have in his 
abstractions. His proposition stated above suggests the former control (political) as 
being the determinant in identifying the metropolitan bourgeoisie as ruling class in 
the colony. This is evidenced by such formulation as “the bourgeoisie of the former 
colonial power no longer holds state power”. This is because he separates the 
political from the economic. This is un-Marxist and introduces dualism between 
the economic and the political. If Hirji thinks we are falsely accusing him on this 
issue, treatment of the neo-colonial phase will clearly prove our observation 
correct, since, furthermore, his concept of “state power” is one-sided (1.e., only 
political). 


B. Neo-Colonial State 

His proposition here is that on “the morrow of independence”, a separate state 
comes into being severing itself from the metropolitan state. Nay! To paraphrase 
him exactly “independence implies the establishment of a separate state”. In other 
words, a newentity comes into being. But since a separate state has arisen, this also 
“implfes a local ruling class”, which now utilises this separate state power 
“specifically” to serve its interests and, at the same time, those of “imperialism asa 
whole”. As we indicated above in relation to the second proposition we advanced of 
a separate colonial state but tailored to serve the financial oligarchy, he still could 
have argued logically that what “independence implies is the taking over of political 
power”, but since this power cannot be exercised without a ruling class, he could 
then still argue that a separate ruling class is “implied” and that would beall rightat 
that level of his logic. 

But Hirji’s formulations are important and underline his dualism, a dualism 
which, as we demonstrated in the polemic of Lenin against Luxemburg and 
Kievsky, is done away with. If these formulations are to be defended as Marxist- 
Leninist views, it has to be shown how the “establishment” of a separate state with 
its ruling class arises dialectically. Is this ruling class the one which rules in the 
economy? If it is, it has to be shown how its “national capital” arises during 
colonialism, which then on the “morrow of independence” enables this local class to 
rule as a class in itself. If this cannot be demonstrated historically, then it has to be 
shown with what magical powers this “national capital” comes into being on this 
morrow. 

If these two facts are proved then it has to be asked why this “national 
bourgeoisie”, a ruling class endowed with its “national capital” becomes 
“dependent” on the “imperialist bourgeoisie” and why this national, economically 
ruling class should allow its separate state, while serving its specific interests, “also 
to serve those of the “imperialist bourgeoisie”? Hirji’s possible recourse to Lenin in 
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the quotation... on the issue of “transitional forms of state dependence”, will not 
help him out here since clearly Lenin did not have in mind a colony and neo-colony 
but semi-colony which, as we argued in the “Reply” to Mamdani and Bhagat, are 
not the same thing. Moreover, to accept this interpretation of Lenin’s point is to 
generalize and absolutize the idea of “state dependence” as we have argued earlier, 
and apply it to qualitatively and historically different situations. State dependence 
in these circumstances becomes a norm for all countries except the super-powers. 
Thus Britain, Japan, Argentina, Tanzania and a colony would all be in “transitional 
forms of state dependence”, say on the U.S, Thisisa vulgarization of Lenin. While it 
cannot be denied (indeed it is the rule) that one financial oligarchy allows its state 
whether directly or indirectly to serve the interests of the other, Hirji has to 
demonstrate that this “national bourgeoisie” allows its state to serve the interests of 
the “imperialist bourgeoisie” on the basis of give and take and reciprocity, or that 
the neo-colonial state also on the basis of bribery uses the metropolitan state. If he 
cannot demonstrate this (which he can’t) his formulations remain mere verbiage. 

This idealism explains Hirji’s vagueness and lack of concreteness, as for instance 
his talk of independence “implying” a separate state and a “newruling class”! Is the 
new state and class “implied” or is it real? It is impossible for him to be concrete with 
his dualist method. This is because he creates a dualism between political power and 
economic power, and this dualism arises out of his idealist world outlook which 1s 
based ona priori positions, and which fails to see the concrete in its interaction. This 
is so although he is unconscious of it and his talk about “economic dependence” of 
this bourgeoisie on “imperialist bourgeoisie” and about exploitation being 
“intensified”, as we have argued elsewhere, means nothing. He cannot also 
demonstrate the dependence of European sovereign states on the more powerful 
monopoly states. Is it of the same category? 

How can “national capital” arise ina colony while it is even negated in the centre 
by finance capital — a capital that can only exist internationally. Was Lenin wrong 
when he said, and we quote him once more: 





In Europe the dependent nations have both their own capital and easy access 
to it on a wide range of terms. The colonies have no capital of their own, or 
one to speak of, and under finance capital no colony canobtainany except on 
terms of political subordination. (On the National Question, p. 129-143) 


How did independence change this political subordination when finance capital 
continues its grip on our countries. This question is repeated and requires his 
concrete theoretical answer. Following this thesis of Lenin, the “Manuscript” 
States: 


The historical record clearly shows that multilateral imperialism has 
intensified the exploitation of the neo-colonial world through increased 
capital exports, and thereby subordinating these countries to the financial 
oligarchies of the imperialist countries. (p. 433) 


It follows that Hirji’s dualism cannot permit him to comprehend post-war 
developments and his mutterings about “relative autonomy” whichallows the local 
ruling class to “play off one imperialist power against another” mystifies the 
Significance of this stage of development on the whole issue of the national 
question. Because of this, as we have already argued, the new democratic revolution 
“annot be explained by him in any theoretically convincing manner. 


C, The Financial Oligarchy 


With this petty-bourgeois dualistic viewpoint, Hirji feels himself qualified to deal 
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blows at those who see the financial oligarchy (divided butalso united to exploit) as 
the economically dominant class on world scale, exercising rule in the economy of 
the neo-colony and hence ultimately determining the politics, as “economistic”! To 
quote him: 





Having rapidly gobbled up some Marxist texts, what emerges from him is 
Marxism minus dialectics, 1.e., confusion. Thus he metaphysically maintains 
that since the financial oligarchy, ‘the class as a whole on world scale’ is 
‘economically dominant class’ before and after independence, the only 
change independence implies is a change of the pigment of bureaucratic 
personnel manning the state machine. Both the colonial and neo-colonial 
states are controlled by and directly serve the interests of the financial] 
oligarchy. 


We have already demonstrated that the confusion is with Hirji. The summary of 
Lenin’s contention against Luxemburg and Kievsky should by now have dispelled 
any illusions he entertained of having said anything profound in his paper. His 
formulation above is a mere caricature of Lenin, and of our position. It has nothing 
in common with what we have to say. Our formulation is brought out in the 
“Manuscript” and, indeed, Hirji quotes us correctly. If he removes his interjections 
inside the quotation which injects his own confusion, our formulation takes full 
recognition of this stage of the national democratic revolution. We state that the 
struggle of the colonial peoples at this stage “leads to the imperialists conceding 
political independence to the colonial people. It advances the struggle of the people 
for democratic rights and enables these to be achieved at a very limited level, thus 
making it possible for the democratic revolution to advance”. But at the economic 
level the financial oligarchy continues its grip on the neo-colony. The 
contradictions in the third world over the last twenty years reflect this phenomenon 
and have clearly shown the limits of this phase of the national democratic 
revolution. This much, in short, we say in the passage. 

It is true that only political power in the superstructure is wielded by local class, 
or bureaucracy, or whatever you call it. The fact remains, however, that the neo- 
colony continues to be under the grip of finance capital and in Hirji’s own words 
“exploitation is intensified”. It is so intensified for Hirji’s information, because the 
financial oligarchy continues to be the economically dominant class in the neo- 
colony. His words, on the other hand, remainempty verbiage without ananalysis of 
how this exploitation is “intensified”. If he had taken the pains to do this, he would 
have had no cause for going around the issues we raise about the omnipotent power 
of finance capital, which is personified in the financial oligarchy. Talking of this 
phase of capitalist development, Lenin, whom Hirji is fond of quoting but whose 
message he does not understand, states: 


At present imperialism and the domination of the banks have ‘developed’ 
into an exceptional art both these methods of upholding and giving effect to 
the omnipotence of wealth in the democratic republics of all descriptions. . . 
Another reason why the omnipotence of ‘wealth’ (read ‘financial capital’) is. 
more certain ina democratic republic is that it does not depend on defects in 
the political machinery or on the faulty political shell of capitalism. A 
democratic republic is the best possible political shell for capitalism, and, 
therefore once capital has gained possession of this very shell... itestablishes 
Its power so securely, so firmly, that no change of persons, institutions or 
parties in the bourgeois-democratic republic can shake it. [Srate and 
Revolution, pp. 295/6, Lenin’s own emphasis. | 


Our Hirji sees the neo-colonyas exception to this “economistic genéral rule”, and 
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prates the “relative autonomy” of “local ruling class”!! His conception cf “relative 
autonomy enabling the local ruling class to “play off” one monopoly group against 
another would cease to take on the one-sidedness he attaches to it if he grappled 
with Lenin seriously. But this would require him to undertake a much more 
painsta king study of Marx in his analysis of capitalist development and of Lenin’s 
further development of the theory on the issue of imperialism and state. But being 
so scantly equipped on these issues, he thinks that his “blabberings” area substitute 
for study. Moreover, if he did he would find the actual roots of the contradictions 
within capitalism. He would further find that it is not “glossing over contradictions” 
to call intra-monopoly, or intra-imperialist contradictions, intra-class 
contradictions. What does Hirji imagine is so profound about this criticism below 
advanced in in his paper: 


Thus to talk of a “national bourgeoisie” is to engage in mystification. The 
struggle between various imperialist ‘bourgeoisies’ are just intra-class 
contradictions between monopoly which are part of the international 
oligarchy. It is precisely such reasoning which led Kautsky to speculate about 
‘peaceful’ imperialism, which Lenin termed a “silly littletablez = Wi hen 
follows a quotation from Lenin in which Lenincritises Kautsky for obscuring 
and glossing over the fundamental contradictions of imperialism — D.W.N.]. 
These fundamental contradictions of imperialism include the competition 
between several imperialisms, i.e., the struggle between various imperialist 
bourgeoisies, which can be conducted either peacefully or through wars 
between imperialist states. Nabudere obscures and glosses over these issues 
dubbling all such contradictions as intra-class contradictions between 
monoply groups. 


If we may pause here to disentangle this verbiage before proceeding further, what 

has the question of the negation of national capital go to do with intra-monopoly 
contradictions? Was this negation not achieved on the basis of this contradiction when 
the monopolies divided up the whole colonial world among themselves? Where did 
Lenin tell Kautsky that the “struggles between various imperialist bourgeoisies’ are 
not “just intra-class contradictions”? This is important because he then concludes 
that “it is precisely such reasoning which led Kautsky to speculate about ‘peaceful’ 
imperialism”. Have we not demonstrated that it was not “precisely this reasoning” 
that led Lenin to accuse Kautsky of glossing over contradictions in imperialism? Do 
we have to repeat it? Is the contradiction between the bourgeoisies, whether 
monopoly or non-monopoly, not an “intra-class contradiction”? Has it got to be 
non-class in order to qualify as a fundamental contradiction? Does its 
fundamentality spring from its not being an intra-class relation? 

Since Hirji does not comprehend the laws of motion of capitalism, he cannot 
possibly conceive that this contradiction, intra-class as it is, is called fundamental 
because of the fact that it is inherent in capitalist production itself amd eannot be 
done away with until this mode of production is not more. Yet fundamental as itis, 
it is determined by yet another fundamental contradiction, that between capital and 
labour which is anti-calss and antagonistic. Thus, Hirji fails to prove that we gloss 
over this contradiction by calling it “intra-class”. Indeed, on this evidence alone, 
without more, it proves our awareness of this contradiction, and his little stories 
turn out to be no more than the “silly little fables” that Lenin talked about. All intra- 
monopoly contradictions are settled in the final analysis by war. We assert no less. 
But because they are settled by wars, they are no less intra-class. Please note. His 
little story about war between monopolies within a state is not worthy of attention. 
Hirji should do his homework! 

When will Hirji and his fellow travellers understand the distinction between the 
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general movement of capital and_ its particular movement. Our analysis of 
imperialism deals with a general movement and when we come to neo-colonialism 
we restrict ourselves to general tendencies plus specific case studies of China and 
Vietnam. Hirji starts from the particular and then proceeds to turn it into the 
general. The issue of capitalist development towards greater concentration is q 
matter that Marx emphasized asa general tendency, and is not something that can 
be brushed aside by vulgar debate. Was Marx a Kautskyite when at the very early 
phase of capitalist development, he pointed out this phenomenon as growing with 
time. “One capitalist always kills many”, Marx said! Nay, he said more: 


Hand in hand with this capitalisation. . .on an ever extending scale, the co- 
operative form of the labour-process. . . the economising of all means of 
production by their use as means of production, combined socialised labour, 
the entanglement of the peoples in the net of the world-market, and with this, 
the international character of the capitalist regime. Along with the constantly 
diminishing number of the magnets of capital, who usurp and monopolise all 
advantages of this process of transformation, grows the mass of misery, 
oppression, of the working-class, a class always increasing in numbers... 
.and disciplined and united, organised by the very mechanism of the process 
of capitalist production itself. The monopoly capital becomes a fetter upon 
the mode of production, which has sprung up and flourished along with, and 
under it. Cenrtralisation of the means of production and socialisation of 
labour at last reach a point when they become incompatible with their 
capitalist integument. Thus the integument is burst asunder. The knell of 
capitalist private property sounds. The expropriators are expropriated. 
[ Capital, Vol. 1, p. 714-715. Emphasis added. ] 


Lenin carries this scientific analvsis of Marx further and states, please note Hirji: 


At a certain stage in the development of exchange, at a certain stage in the 
growing of large scale production, namely, at the stage that was reached 
approximately at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth 
centuries, commodity exchange had created such an internationalisation 
of economic relations, and such an_ internationalisation of 
capital, accompanied by such a vast increase in large scale production, that 
free competition began to be replaced by monopoly. The prevailing types 
were no longer enterprises freely competing inside the country and through 
intercourse between countries, but monopoly alliances of entrepreneurs, 
trusts. The typical ruler of the world became finance capital, the power that is 
peculiarly mobile and flexible, peculiarly intertwined at home and 
internationally, peculiarly devoid of individually and divorced from the 
immediate processes of production, pecualiarly easy to concentrate a power 
that has already made peculiarly large strides on the road of concentration, 
so that literally several hundred billionaires and millionaires hold in their 
hands the fate of the whole world. [Introduction to Bukharin, Imperialism 
and the World Economy, op. cit., p. 11. Emphasis added] 


Where, we may ask Hirji, is the Kautskyism and economism of “professor D. 
Wadada Nabudere”? Who is turning his back on scientific analysis? We or him? 
Ha ve we not demonstrated that while Kautsky say one-sided unity in imperialism, 
Our anti-Kautsk yites see only contradiction. If Lenin saw only contradiction in the 
bourgeoisie, would he haye said this of them: 


On boards of joint-stock companies we find capitalists of different nations 
sitting together in complete harmony. At factories, workers of different 
nations work side by side. In any really serious and profound political issu¢ 
sides are taken according to classes, not nations. (Critical Remarks, Pp. 24. 


it7/ 


indeed if Marx saw only contradiction and not unity in capitalist production could 
he have said, in discussing the equalisation of the general rate of profit, the 
following: 


It follows from the foregoing that ineach particular sphere of production the 
individual capitalist, as well as the capitalists as a whole, take direct part in 
the exploitation of the total working class by the totality of capital and in the 
degree of that exploitation, not only out of general class sympathy, but also 
by direct economic reasons. For assuming all other conditions among them 
the value of the totaladvanced constant capital — to be given, the rate or profit 
depends on the intensity of the exploitation of the sum total of labour by the 
sum total of capital. (Capital, Vol. 1, pp. 396/7) 


We have already demonstrated in summarizing Lenin on Kievsky, how the 
financial oligarchy, through direct and indirect means, including bribery of officials 
and control of the stock exchange and banks, make use of the sovereign states of 
independent countries for the exploitative activities internationally. This is the 
Marxist-Leninist understanding of how the financial oligarchy excercises its 
political power internationally. Lenin’s observations are drawn from Engels on the 
Origin of the Family, The State and Private Property, and are brought out by Lenin 
himself in the State and Revolution. These scientific observations of Engels and 
Lenin have generally been vindicated by reality and the recent Lockheed and 
BP/ Shell scandals are, indeed, the exposed examples ofa general hidden practice. 
In both cases monopolies of the U.S. and Britain have for years engaged in bribery 
in order to advance their sales and production in many bourgeois republics. The 
briberies have resulted in criminal proceedings against former prime ministers 
(Japan), army officers (Italy and Germany) and the resignation and censure of 
husbands of reigning monarchies (Holland). 

If U.S., British, and other monopolies can so bribe and exercise power within 
borders of other equally monopolistitc states, how can Hirji imagine that the 
“national bourgeoisie” in the neo-colony cannot be used even more directly for the 
same purpose, particularly as they have to rely on them for finance? Is this not how 
the power of the financial oligarchy is exercised? This is our view of the exercise of 
economic power by the financial oligarchy over the neo-colonial world inenforcing 
its international rule, and, as Lenin said after the 1890s: “The typical ruler of the 
world became finance capital”. Seay ee or a ee 

This is the reality with which we are concerned. We have no room forentertaining 
the dogmas Hirji puts forward: “Toa single ruling class there corresponds a single 
state. A separate state implies a separate ruling class”! This absolute law is enacted 
in Hirji’s head and cannot be shown to be Marxist-Leninist. It isnot open to us to go 
further and show, as Hirji demands, that there should occur a merger of various 
national states into an international state if the financial oligarchy is to be regarded 
as ruling internationally. We are content indeed with “muttering” that “the 
economically dominant class on international scale is the financial oligarchy” 
because that is what the reality is, consistent with the teachings of Marx, Engels and 
Lenin. We have established that the achievability of self-determination at political 
level by itself does not rule out the international rule of finance capitalat economic 
level. This stage of development only opens newavenues for furthering the struggle 
in the economic and political fields which can only be eliminated in the neo-colony 
with the success of the new national democratic revolution under proletarian 
leadership. We leave it to the dualists to draw the conclusions based on “Ideal 
Universals” of pure logic. 

The financial oligarchy and the bourgeoisie in general can never doaway with the 
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nation-state, for that is its creationand the very basis of its existence. The bourgeois 
state and the bourgeoisie exist because of the uneven development of countries 
which under capitalism becomes a law. Without the nation-state under these 
conditions, capital cannot exploit labour and that is why Marx and Engels. 
emphasized that the state has always been an instrument of the owners and 
controllers of property. In the era of monopolies where such property (capital) can 
only exist internationally, such rule will be enforced through existing state 
structures internally. Yet on the basis of the most democratic republic, finance 
capital rules best and internationally whether this be directly or indirectly. It is only 
the proletariat, doing away with uneven development, that can create the 
conditions for the withering away of the nation-state. The logical necessity of the 
international state to arise in order to accord with the international bourgeoisie (the 
financial oligarchy) as a ruler on international scale in areas under the control of 
finance capital is the ahistoric logical deduction arising out of Hirji’s dualism. It 
cannot arise concretely from our discussion which he quotes. Like the other dogmas 
it is his abstract logical conclusion. 


4, CONCLUSION 


We would like to conclude by pointing to some philosophical and political 
consequences that flow from Hirji’s propositions. We have shown that his 
conclusions on imperialism, the state and classes are not scientific and concrete. 
They arise out of apriori positions logically postulated but not related to or based 
on reality. 

We have further demonstrated that his recourse to Lenin is a prostitutions to 
back up his petty-bourgeois propositions. These a priori assertions are, however, 
important because of their harmful impact on revolutionary theory and practice. 

Hirji asserts that it is “economistic” to hold that the political necessarily flows 
from the economic, Indeed, under “certain circumstances” (because to him, 
according to Mao) the political can determine the economic. Having come to this, 
he then turns these certain “special circumstances” to be the general rule at least as 
far as imperialism and neo-colonialism are concerned. Through this logical 
abstraction he arrives at his first partially correct proposition that the colonial state 
was “part of the metropolitan state”. But at independence there was separation of 
state and a new neo-colonial state came into being, and because of the 
“establishment” of this separate state there was implied a separate local ruling class, 
which now ruled and used the state to serve its “specific” interests as wellas those of 
the “imperialist bourgeoisie”. What emerges from all this up to this point is that the 
rise of the neo-colonial state is a “certain special circumstance” in which the politics 
determined the economics, thus creating room for a local ruling class as opposed to 
the bourgeoisie in Europe because it has assumed political power and through this 
political power it now protects its “specific” economic interest. This much Debray, 
Gundar Frank, Shivji, Mamdani and the self-acclaimed Trotskyist Nicola 
Swainson assert. 

The other approach, which we call “the economic approach”, to Hirji’s confused 
thesis may be stated as follows. Under colonialism, a national bourgeoisie emerges, 
because Lenin on Argentina, Mao Tse-tung on China and Le Duan on Indo-China 
say so. This national bourgeoisie with their accumulated national capital “on the 
morrow of independence” become the local ruling class and now with the separate 
os utilize the State to serve its “specific interest”. This national capital (and ate 
ie ee) 1s not negated byfina nce capital. Indeed it, through the state, resis 

ments of finance capital and in that way rolls back the concentrating, 
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centralizing and internationalizing tendency of capitalism that Marx and Lenin 
talked about. Thus national capital was juxtaposed to finance capital and began to 
compete with it “for all capitals are interdependent and competitive” [Swainson, 
Rohini Banaji etc.]. Thus national capital exists side by side with finance capital. 
But, then, as we pointed out, Hirji has to explain why the exploitation by finance 
capital under neo-colonialism becomes “intensified”. 

These two positions, the political and the economic basically come out of Hirji’s 
paper and are, from a materialist dialectical standpoint, irreconcilably 
contradictory. They are both held by Hirji because of his dualism although he is 
unconscious of this. From this it is easy to see that Hirji, although he so claims, is far 
from being a dialectician. He is an out and out idealist. This is the first and the 
philosophic conclusion to be drawn from his paper and, as we said to Shivji, we 
reject it. 

The second conclusion is a political one and flows from Hirji’s dualistic conception 
of the rise of national capital. It is of crucial importance because it affects the 
very character of political struggles in our countries. If, according to him, national 
capital arose either during colonialism and established itself against finance capital, 
or “impliedly” arose on “the morrow of independence” through use of political state 
power, thus establishing itself against finance capital, then it would follow that such 
national capital is either monopolistic itself, in which case it would exist at some 
relative parity with the finance capital, or it is competitive and free in its relations 
internally to the neo-colony or in its internal relationships as “partner” to finance 
capital. Whatever is the case, it would follow that this ruling class in the “neo- 
colony”, nay ina capitalist country, has accomplished its bourgeois revolution and 
completed it. This would seem to be the position of the Trotskyist Jairus Banajion 
India, but logically flows from Hirji’s analysis as well. In this case the character of 
the revolution posed in the “neo-colony” would be a socialist one and not a new 
democratic revolution, although Hirji in his “Marxist-Leninist” purity claims the 
latter. This position is put forward by Gundar Frank on Latin America and by 
Banaji on India. We have shown that in fact Shivji, Mamdani and Bhagat pose the 
same task variously. 

But the issue we wish to raise is this: if, indeed, Hirji denies that this is the correct 
conclusion of his arguments about the existence of a monopoly capital in the neo- 
colony ora free competitive capital (in which case he would be expected to say what 
else it is), the he would be assumed at least to entertain the theoretical possibility of 
its existence. This likelihood we would drawfrom the use of the word “implied” in 
relation to the rise of the separate state and separate ruling class, whereby this new 
ruling class “impliedly” arises with its capital. If this be true, and we cannot see how 
he can deny it without self-contradiction — for the term “dependent bourgeoisie” or 
“dependent capital” unless scientifically defined will not do — then we submit that 
Hirji is propounding an illusory and reactionary position which gives the petty- 
bourgeoisie a hope that national capital, if not in existence, can at least develop 
under neo-colonialism in the long run. In other words if it is not existent, it is 
achievable through the aid of the state. This is not stretching the argument too far, 
because in actual fact neo-Marxists like Bill Warren and Trotskyist Nicola 
Swainson argue the same on similar theoretical grounds. Both hold that Lenin’s 
Imperialism had led to a mistaken “harmful” view that imperialism is parasitic and 
decadent. Bill Warren argues that this in fact is not the case because capital exports 
have led to the developoment of the productive forces in the “undeveloped 
countries”. Nicola Swainson argues that national capital is growin in Kenya and, 
with the use of state power, a national bourgeoisie, able to resist finance capital, 1s 
emerging. It is clear that laws in parliament cannot do away with operation of 
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economic laws of capitalism. We have already quoted Lenin in this reply to this 
effect, wherein he states: 


Laws are political measures, politics No political measures can prohibit 
economic phenomena. Whatever political for Poland adopts, whether she be 
part of Tsarist Russia or Germany, an autonomous region, or politically 
independent state, there is no prohibiting or repealing her dependence on the 
finance capital of the imperialist powers, or preventing that capital from 
buying up shares of her industries. 


Today's mechanisms of control by finance capital are more refined, thus help tie-up 
more than even before a neo-colony to the imperialist countries. 

These illusions of national capital, “competing” or sustaining itself against 
finance capital militates against the very basic contradiction — the tendency which is 
SO more pronounced today than at the time Marx and Lenin wrote, the movement 
towards concentration and centralization of production and capital on world scale. 
In the colony because of this, according to Lenin, no capital, or if any very 
insignificant capital, is possible. It isa pious illusion that gives the petty-bourgeoisie 
hopes to restore old conditions of free competition. In his philistinistic views on 
imperialism, Kautsky entertained these illusions on trade between England and the 
colonies or semi-colonies and in particular Egypt. Kautsky speculated that such 
trade “would have grown more” without military occupation, without imperialism, 
and without finance capital. Lenin answered: 


Whai does this mean? That capitalism would have developed more rapidly if 
free competition had not been restricted by monopolies in general, or by the 
‘connections’, yoke (i.e., also the monopoly) of finance capital, or by the 
monopolist possession of colonies by certain countries? 

Kautsky’s argument can have no other meaning; and shis ‘meaning’ is 
meaningless. Let us assume that free competition, without any sort of 
monopoly, would have developed capitalism and trade more rapidly. But the 
more rapidly trade and capitalism develop, the greater the concentration of 
production and capital which gives rise to monopoly. And monopolies have 
already arisen — precisely out of free competition. Even if monopolies have 
now begun to retard progress, it is not an argument in favour of free 
competition, which has become impossible after it has given rise to 
monopoly. (/mperialism, p. 108/9.) 





Are these pious hopes of the petty-bourgeoisie which Hirji’s propositions 
generate, not the ones that the Communist Manifesto rebuffed as “reactionary”? 
Although talking of the 1840s, Marx and Engels who classified the small 
manufactures, shopkeepers, artisans and peasants as “the lower middle class” (i.e., 
petty-bourgeoisie) noted that in their struggle against the bourgeoisie they “try to 
roll back the wheel of history”, because theyare nota revolutionary class. (Selected 
Works, Vol. 1) 

It is only the working class which can do away with all old conditions. Its 
programme, according to Hilferding whom Lenin quotes approvingly, is not to 

contrast the more progressive capitalist policy with that of by gone era of 
free trade and of hostility towards the state. The reply of the proletariat 
to the economic policy of finance capital, to imperialism, cannot be free 
trade but socialism. The aim of the proletariat policy cannot today be the ideal of 
restoring free competition — which has now becomea reactiona ry — but the complete 
sae ation by the abolition of capitalism.” [Quoted in Lenin, op. cit., P- 108]. 
ie: eens pieusly, hope that competition of national capital exists against finance 
pita!, should listen again to what Lenin said: 
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Economically, imperialism is monopoly capitalism. To acquire full 
monopoly, all competition must be eliminated, and not only on the home 
market (of the given state), butalso on foreign markets, in the whole world. Is 
it economically possible, ‘in the era of finance capital’, to eliminate 
competiuon even in a foregin capital’, to eliminate competition even in a 
foreign state? Certainty it 1s. It is done through a rival’s financial dependence 
and acquisition of his sources of raw materials and eventually of all his 
enterprises. 


Lenin gives examples of American trusts activities of a hundred years ago in 
which he demonstrates the achievability of such elimination of competition, and 
then adds: 


Big finance capital of one country can always buy up competitors in another, 
politically independent country and constantly does so. Economically, this 1s 
fully achievable. Economic ‘annexation’is fully ‘achievable’ without political 
annexation and is widely practical. [Lenin then gives examples of Argentina 
and Portugal which through indebtedness “enable Britain to ‘annex’ these 
countries economically without violating their political independence. 
Caricature, pp. 22/23. ] 


We have already quoted Lenin on this question but we feel obliged to quote him 
again to remind our philistinistic Hirjis who talk of national capital, home market, 
etc., in the colony and the neo-colony where free competition was negated by the 
very movement that led tocolonialism, piously expect us to see free competition 1e- 
emerge under monopoly (finance) capital itself! Can they give us any one single 
example of a third world, neo-colonial state, over which “financiai dependence” 
has not been established by finance capital, and whose sources of raw materials 
have not been acquired by finance capital? Whence then do the home market and 
local resources of the neo-colony arise, markets and resources not monopolized 
with today’s super-monopoly of giant corporations? Are these gentlemen unaware 
that they are rejecting the very analysis of Marx in Capital and in 
particular his Law of the Tendency of the Rate of Profit to Fall, which 
alone explains to us present day contradictions in imperialism? Are they notaware 
that they are denying the very movement in capitalist development which Lenin 
took over from Capital and analysed in Imperialism, the era of the omnipotence of 
finance capital? 

Any talk by Hirji and his friends about the new democratic revolution in these 
circumstances is therefore possible only by what he himself calls “mental 
acrobatics” How cana new democratic revolution arise when a “neo-colony” has 
achieved its financial independence and has established control over its raw 
materials as is logically implied by Hirji’s arguments. Do all these arguments not 
mean that a country is embarked on capitalist development? And how can a 
country do this without having gone through a bourgeois revolution of the old 
type? Mao Tse-tung thesis on this question arises directly from Stalin’s analysis of 
the National and Colonial Question, which in turn is based on Lenin’s theses which 

we have analysed, on the National Question and the Right of Nations of Self- 
determination. A national question cannot arise when a national bourgeoisie is 
able to establish itself against finance capital. Mao Tse-tung in analysing the 
Chinese revoluton observed that it had moved from the old bourgeois revolution in 
the period of the Revolution of 1911 to the new democratic bourgeois revolution. 
We quote him in extenso: 


Why? Because the first imperialist world warand the first victorious socialist 
revolution, the October Revolution, have changed the whole course of world 
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history and ushered in a new era. It is an era In which the world capitalis, 
front has collapsed in one part of the globe (one-sixth of the world) and hag 
fully revealed its decadence everywhere else, on which the remaining 
capitalist parts cannot survive without relying more thanever on the Colonies 
and semi, in whicha socialist state has been esta blished and has proclaimed 
its readiness to give active support to the liberation movement of all colonies 
and semi-colony in which a socialist state has been established and has 
proclaimed its readiness to give active support to the liberation movement of 
all colonies and semi-colonies, and in which the proletariat of the capitalist 
countries is steadily freeing itself from the social-imperialist influence of the 
social-democratic parties and has proclaimed its support for the liberation 
movement in the colonies and semi-colonies. In this era, any revolution ina 
colony or semi-colony that is directed against imperialism, 1.e., against the 
international bourgeoisie or international capitalism, no longer comes within 
the old category of the bougeois-democratic world revolution, but within the 
new category. It is no longer part of the old bourgeois, or capitalist, world 
revolution, but is part of new world revolution, the proletarian-socialist 
world revolution. Such revolutionary colonies and semi-colonies can no 
longer be regarded as allies of the counter-revolutionary front of world 
capitalism; they have become allies of the revolutionary front of world 
socialism. 

Although such a revolution in colonial and semi-colonial country is still 
fundamentally bourgeois-democratic in its social character during its first 
stage or first step, and although its objective mission is to clear the path for 
the development of capitalism, it is no longer a revolution of the old type led 
by the bourgeoisie with the aim of establishing a capitalist society and a state 
under bourgeois dictatorship. It belongs to the new type of revolution led by 
the proletariat with the aim in the first stage, of establishing a new- 
democratic society and a stage under the joint dictatorship of all the 
revolutionary classes. Thus this revolution actually serves the purpose of 
clearing a still wider path for the development of socialism. In the course of 
its progress, there may bea number of further sub-sta ges, because of changes 
on the enemy’s side and within the ranks of our allies, but the fundamental 
character of the revolution remains unchanged. Such a revolution attacks 
imperialism at its very roots, and is therefore not tolerated but opposed by 
imperialism. However it is favoured by socialism and supported by the land 
of socialism and the socialist international proletariat. 

Therefore, such a revolution inevitably becomes part of the proletarian- 
socialist world revolution. [“On New Democracy”, Selected Works, Vol. Il. 
pp. 343/4, Emphasis added. | 


The Indo-Chinese Revolution confirms Marxist-Leninist thesis of Mao Tse- 
tung. and contradicts our Hirji’s who talk of “new democratic revolution” but deny 
it 1s essence by playing down its anti-imperialist mission. The new democratic 
revolution in China was necessary because again as we pointed out, Mao Tse-tung 
saw China’s national bourgedisie as “flabby” and therefoe “neither willing norable 
to overthrow imperialism”. He also pointed out that capitalism in China played 4 
minor role in its social economy. This was so because again “international 
capitalism, or imperialism, will not permit the establishment in China ofa capitalist 
society under Chinese bougeois dictatorship” [Selected Works, Vol. ll, p- 354]. 
Medio riot ‘itis not China that is developing Chinese capitalism in our 
secibing tla es the Chinese bourgeoisie but Japanese bourgeoisie ee 

Hie eere lors Ip in our country”. Let our brilliant Mia ae mt 

see Nene tne ruling classes’ under every neo-colonial bed, shu att 

Chicka the AL “less abstraction of Mao Tse-tung. In colonial sem1-col( ee 
panese imperialist bourgeoisie and not the Chine 
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“national bourgeoisie”, exercised dictatorship, because they and not the Chinese 
counterparts were the “dominant ruling class”. “What”?, our Hirjis will exclaim, 
“the old man must have lapsed into ‘economism’, for does he not also say that in 
‘certain circumstances’, politics determine the base, and is this not why we arrive at 
the conclusion that ‘a separate state, implies a separate ruling class’ ”!! 

Such fuming and fretting will be misplaced, for nowhere did Mao Tse-tung 
suggest any such dogma. In case our Hirjis should try to find other reasons to 
wriggle out of this one, Mao Tse-tung explains ina Marxist-Leninist manner, the 
reasons why China was so dominated. He state: 


True enough, this is the period of the final struggle of a dying imperialism — 
imperialism is ‘moribund capitalism’. But just because it is dying, it is all the 
more dependent on colonies and semi-colonies [and neo-colonies, we should 
add today —- D.W.N] for survival and will certainly not allow any colony or 
semi-colony [or neo-colony — D.W.N.] to establish anything like a capitalist 
society under the dictatorship of its own bourgeoisie. [Selected Works, Vol. 
Il, pp. 354/5] 


Elsewhere Mao Tse-tung pointed to the fact that “imperialism controls not only 
China’s vital financail and economic arteries but also her political and military 
power. . . China’s economic, political and cultural development is very uneven, 
because she has been under complete or partial domination of many imperialist 
powers [Selected Works, Vol. Il, p. 313. Emphasis added.] Here Mao Tse-tung is 
clear as to who the principal enemy is, and therefore what character of revolution 
China had to see through — that which led to socialist and not to capitalist 
construction because neither the international situation nor the domestic situation 
permitted capitalist development. [p. 354]. Hirji picks up a lone phrase “national 
bourgeoisie” from all this to construct dogmas out of it — and substitutes it for 
analysis. Here Mao Tse-tung’s shows that this bourgeoisie never ruled. 
Mao Tse-tung’s analysis in general applies to neo-colonial territories, as 
Indo-China demonstrated, precisely because the national question in 
its new democratic setting is still a thing of the present. National exploitation, 
oppression and domination continues unabated in spite of the political 
independence, but because of this fact excellent conditions exist for the total 
overthrow of imperialism and its minor local lackey cliques on the basis of the new 
democratic revolution, the motive forces of which must be analysed concretely to 
accord with the reality of each neo-colony. No amount of word juggling, of 
substituting “semi-colony” for “neo-colony” will help the Mamdanis and Bhagats 
and indeed the Hirjis to run away from this task. 

Hirji’s positions undermine and underrate the question of “national domination 
and oppression” by imperialism, a tactical question that is important io the 
proletariat in its tasks of mobilizing other classes exploited, dominated and 
oppressed by imperialism. As we have already indicated, these other classes are the 
great majority of the people. The alliance built by the proletariat with the peasantry 
is capable, on the basis of a national democratic programme, to mobilize a broad 
sprectrum of the people in isolating small reactionary elements supporting 
imperialism, Hirji’s emphasis on the “local ruling class” as the immediate enemy 
only helps to isolate the proletariat from the broad mass of the people, and his talk 
about the “proletariat with their potential allies” is such empty talk. Lenin, on this 
question, also stated: 


In Europe, in 1871, the proletariat did not constitute the majority of the 
people inany country on the continent. A “people’s revolution, one actually 
sweeping the majority into its stream, could be such only if itembraced both 
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the proletariat and, the peasants. These two classes then constituted the 
“people”. these two classes are united by the fact that the ‘bureaucratic. 
military state machine’ oppresses, crushes, exploits them. To smash this 
machine, to break it up, is truly in the interest of the ‘people’, of thei; 
majority, of the workers and most of the peasants, is ‘the precondition fora free 
alliance of the poor peasants and the proletarians, whereas without such 


alliance democracy is unstable and socialist transformation is impossible. 
(State and Revolution, Selected Works, Vol. Il, pp. 314/5.) 


In today’s neo-colonial world as the Vietnamese revolution shows and as the 
earlier revolution in China showed, a broader alliance even with other petty- 
bourgeois strata and their “flabby national bourgeoisis” is possible and a “pre- 
condition” for the success of the new democratic revolution. 

As we said, Mamdaniand Bhagat see the task of the proletariatas essentially one 
concerned with the fight against its “local ruling classes”. Hirji’s propositions lead 
to the same conclusions. Indeed, in a recent article on Makerere, Mamdani even 
castigates what he calls “the democratic petty-b ourgeoisie” for seeing the enemyas 
being imperialism which to him is “outside Uganda”. To quote him: 


For the democratic petty-bourgeoisie the enemy lies principally outside 
Uganda. This simplicity has the virtue of seeing Aminand the ‘group visibly 
around himas just the agents of external forces in some cases vaguely defined 
as imperialism’, in others equally vaguely as the ‘international bourgeoisie’. 
Since the ruling class is outside Uganda, the enemy internally is simply those 
individuals who occupy visibly important positions in the state power, and 
not any class with its own concrete interests. Thus anti-imperialist action 
need only dislodge this group from its prominent positions. Meanwhile the 
internal class in whose interest the state objectively functions is left intact. 
The ‘revolutionary strategy’ of the democratic petty-b ourgeoisie turns out to 
be no more than a Call for a coup detat. 

- While its anti-imperialism is quite real, if the democratic petty-bourgeoisie 
assumes leadership of the movement, it objectively shelters the ruling class in 
the camp of the people, disarming the revolutionary forces ideologically thus 
organisationally. (Maji.Maji, No. 27, August 1976, pp. 72-73. All emphasis 
in original.) 





Whatever these so-called “democratic petty-bourgeoisie” may be, Mamdani 
exhibits here “simplicity” of confusion. If this “democratic petty-bourgeois” 
opposition to imperialism is real how come that its concept of imperialism is 
“vague”? How come that their opposition is real to something that is to them vague 
and unreal, and if their opposition to imperialism is real how can their 
“revolutionary strategy” lead to a coup d’etat? If Mamdani understands 
imperialism in Uganda, as he claims to do by implication, how can he see it as 
“outside Uganda” Is present-day Uganda nota creation of imperialism, and since 
when did imperialism leave Uganda’s “internal” structures? Does political 
independence eliminate imperialism internally? If this is the case, then what is the 
new democratic revolution about: What are the “concrete interests” of this ruling 
calss which are counterposed to those of the imperialists? Do these “concrete 
interests” contradict in any fundamental way those of imperialism? What is this 
nascent commercial bourgeois class - commercial for who? Since when did 
“commercial capital” become a producing capital able to withstand financt 
capital? If indeed imperialist exploitation and national oppression are defeated in 
Uganda, does it not follow that the interests of this so-called “commercial 
bourgeoisie” would equally be eliminated and its class position demolished? How 
can it be “sheltered in the camp of the people”? 
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These simplistic formulations of Mamdani, nay petty-bourgeois formulations, 
to which Hirji subscribes, pose the danger of misleading the Uganda proletariat 
and young Ugandans to adopt the Trotskyist line of adventurism and hence our 
determined effort to expose them for what they are, including their class nature. If 
Mamdani claims to be a Marxist-Leninist, he should have a better concept of 
imperialism than the one he exhibits here and indeed in his forthcoming book. He 
has even begun already to abandon his “dependent bourgeoisie” thesis and is on the 
road to degeneration! As we have argued, Hirji’s and Mamdani’s dualism is 
responsible for their seeing imperialism as external to Uganda. This is because they 
detach the politics of imperialism from its economics. 

But what is the “proletarian strategy” that Mamdani prescribes for the Uganda 
“working class” and peasantry in this, his latest theorizing? According to him: 


_ The enemy of the Ugandan revolution, at the present stage of the struggle are 
both imperialism and the internal [i.e., nascent commercial bourgeoisie] 
ruling class. [p. 73]. 


This is because “the working class position understands [sic!] that the enemy 
inside Uganda is not simply Amin but this nascent commercial bourgeoisie”. 
According to Mamdani, the struggle in Uganda isan “internal” one. To quote him 
again: 


So longasa specific imperialism does not physically invade Uganda, as in the 
case of Vietnam and Combodia, the class struggle remains P rincipally 
internal. The field of the battle remains inside Uganda. [p. 73.] 


Here we are “simply” given rigorous and profound “analysis”. Here we see the 
same Mamdani, who has the advantage of being an idealist and presenting 
imperialism as external to Uganda, advising the “proletariat” in Uganda to fight 
“imperialism”. How, if we may ask, will this “proletariat” fight this external 
imperialist enemy “internally.” if the enemy does not “invade” Uganda, as happened 
in Vietnam? Where will the “proletariat” find it? Will it push the battlefield to the 
U.S.? Did the Vietnam revolutionaries and patriots fight the U.S. “externally” 
because of U.S. intervention? Did not the “battlefield” remain not only 
“principally” but internal to Vietnam at all times? Does it not follow that if the 
“proletariat” of Uganda has not the misfortune of having Uganda being invaded by 
“a specific imperialist country”, any talk of anti-imperialism is empty? Does it not 
follow further that the only enemy then is the local ruling class, the nascent 
“commercial bourgeoisie”? 

What type of “proletariat” is this that Mamdani breeds in his brain, but wants us 
to see in Uganda? Have we not shown in a long quotation from Marx that the 
proletariat Marx was talking of was the one which arose out of the same ever- 
concentrating and ever-internationalizing capitalism that he analysed - a 
capitalism which, as it developed socialized labour, brought about “the 
entanglement of the peoples in the net of the world-market, and with this, the 
international character of the capitalist regime”? Have we also not shown that - 
Lenin, following in the footsteps of Marx, analysed imperialism and pointed out 
how finance capital became the ruler of the world, where a few “hold in their hands 
the fate of the whole world?” Since Mamdani sees this concentration (i.e., 
Imperialism) as external to Uganda, how thenis this “proletariat” of his exploited 
by imperialism and how come that imperialism becomes its enemy to be fought 
alongside the “nascent commercial bourgeoisie”? Does it follows that Mamdani’s 
proletariat” is of his own creation, the one exploited “iternally” by this “nascent 
commercial bourgeoisie and not by finance capital of this “international regime of 


126 


capitalism”? Does it not follow further that this “proletariat” is equally a “loca” 
one, created not by imperialism, but by the “commercial bourgeoisie” Marx Neve; 
devised his scientific tools and ideology for “local working classes”, created by 
“nascent commercial capital”, as we have seen. We challenge Mamdani to produce 
a new ideological blueprint for his “local proletariat” in Uganda, and not hide 
behind Marx and Lenin. Is it not clear that Mamdani is putting forward to us q 
petty nationalist thesis? Marx and Engels called on “Workers of the world unite” 
because of the fact that capital, in its internationalist growth, creates this class also 
on international scale: 


Alongside with the constantly diminishing number of the magnates of 
capital . .. grows the oppression of the working class — united by the process 
of capitalist production itself. 


Lenin added to Marx’s call “and all oppressed peoples of the world”, because of 
the national question at the bottom of which imperialist exploitation and 
domination of the colonialand semi-colonialand today of the neo-colonial peoples 
was the basic factor for this call. Mamdaniand Hirji want to lull us into believing 
that imperialist exploitation and domination is no longer that much! Whom do 
Mamdani, Hirji and Co. think they are deceiving with this out-and-out reactionary 
petty-b ourgeois nationalism? How can they expect us to believe in their talk of new 
democratic revolution with this type of theorizing? Since they do not conceive of 
imperialism as internal as well as external to Uganda, are they not ineffect putting 
outa plan for coup d tat, since the overthrow of the “commercial bourgeois” does 
not mean the overthrow of imperialism? These gentlemen should be openly told to 
calla bluff to their tricks. When the debate organized by the TANU Youth League 
on the question “Who is the real enemy in Uganda?” took place at the University, 
Mamdani kept silent, contenting himself with making copious notes of the 
speeches. The resounding answer to this question that came out of the debate was: 
Imperialism is the real enemy in Uganda. Mamdani now turns up and puts forward 
his answer: The real enemy in Uganda is not imperialism but the local ruling class of 
the nascent commercial bourgeoisie! 

These reactionary strategems that obscure the facts of history —- which prove 
beyond doubt that imperialism is the internationalization of production and 
capital, the internationalization of bourgeois class rule and hence of its grave- 
diggers the proletariat of the imperialist countries and of the oppressed countries — 
leave the Ugandan proletariat isolated with no international scientific ideology 
(Marxism-Leninism). That is why we challenge him to spell out this new local 
ideology for the Ugandan “proletariat”. We canassure him that it does not matter 

how long he takes over it, he can only produce a petty-bourgeois “Uganda 
Proletariat Manifesto”. Good luck to him! Mamdani may not be aware that he is 
putting forward the Gundar Frankist thesis on Latin America, which Gundar 
Frank had said would also apply to Asia and Africa except that to hima “tactical 
attack” on the local bourgeoisie would hold to “produce a stronger confrontation 
with the principal imperialist enemy than does direct anti-imperialist 
mobilization”. He sees the struggle in this way because he too isa dualist who sees 
no unity between imperialism and tis local bourgeoisie. We answered this neo- 
Trotskyist postulation in our “Manuscript”. These erroneous views of Mamdanl 
would equally flow from Hirji’s positions and we must make it quite clear to them 
that have landed themselves in “a quagmire” and we refer them once more to the 
ee ale from Lenin with which Hirji closed his paper. Their hideous theories of 
ighting “local ruling classes” directly lead to “revolution at one stroke”, “left”-wing 
phrase-mongering that Mao Tse-tung refuted in his New Democracy (Chap. VII.) 
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Finally, since, as we have shown, Hirji sets out to defend Shivji, but on the 
contrary contradicts him, the task he set out to do has not been accomplished. On 
the other hand his dogmatic propositions and edicts on ruling class, state and 
imperialism have helped us sharpen our understanding of these questions by 
delving deeper in Lenin’s polemics with Kautsky, Luxemburg and Kievsky. This 
analysis has led us to conclusively demonstrate that Hirji’s concept of “economism” 
has nothing incommon with Lenin’s. On the contrary, we have argued that Hirji’s 
logical edicts and dogmas which enable him to conceive of the rise ofa local ruling 
class and hence of national capital poising itself against finance capital and hence 
against the financial oligarchy, leads him into the worst type of, nay a perverted, 
economism. This is because his proposition that the establishment of a separate 
state implies the existence of national capital (and its owner the local ruling class), 
must logically lead to the conclusion that without such national capital and its 
class, political independence becomes impossible, and/or unachievable under the 
domination of finance capital. Hirji can only deny this at the expense of lapsing 
into great logical contradiction, since logic is the method of his analysis. This is out- 
and-out vulgar economism. It is: A caricature of Marxism-Leninism. It 1s 
Luxemburgism, Kievskyism and neo-Trotskyism. It is no wonder that neo- 
Trotskyists like Foster-Carter and his like were the only ones who described the 
analysis of Shivji in “Class Struggle Continues”, as “almost a model of what 
Marxist analysis should be”; comparing Shivji’s caricature with “Marx’s own 
creative work on classes”, a caricaturing which was raised to the skies and called 
“living Marxism”, and “a major contribution to Marxism”, and finally as “original 
and as being in the ‘Mao Cabral Camp’ (Maji-Maji, No. 11, August 1973, pp. 
12-24). We reject such vulgarization and such a caricaturing of Marxism- 
Leninism. 
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THE MAKERERE MASSACRE 
Mahmood Mamdani 


After the assassination attempt on Amin last July (1977), an officer in the Uganda 
army thundered: “The army will teach the people of Uganda a lesson if they do not 
behave.’ That lesson yet another instance in the regime’s campaign of terroragainst 
the people, was the massacre of Makerere students following the demonstration of 
Tuesday, August 3. The immediate reasons behind the demonstration — the 
regime’s terror (the murder of the warden of Africa Halland the open presence of 
security guards in student residences), Amin’s own arbitrariness (the admisson of 
his illiterate son, Taban, to the Faculty of Linguistics) and the impact of the 
economic crisis of the students (scarcity of food and the early closing of the library 
due to lack of light bulbs) — have been well reported in the official East African press. 
Also reported has been the carnage left behind by the soldiers: 102 killed, over 700 
injured and nearly 500 jailed, of which at least 50 are reportedly confirmed dead, 
bringing the death toll to at least 150. Bayonet wounds, chopped breasts, lobbed 
ears—the grim details gradually trickle out of Uganda as individual students flee 
the country. 

While the bourgeois observe a minute’s silenceand the petty bourgeoisie weep, it 
becomes necessary to grasp the meaning of this event and draw lessons for the 
living: what conditions made for the students’ revolt and what are the forces that 


stand behind the executors? 


THE CRISIS OF THE AMIN REGIME 


The students demonistration was not an isolated affair. It came in the context of 
a long, drawn-out resistance of the working people, workers and peasants, a 
resistance for the most part unorganised and economic in its expression. The apex 
of the workers’ struggle was last year’s strike as the Kilembe Mines. The regime’s 
response was bloody suppression, extended this year to the Kenyan workers 
employed in the Jinja plantations* and manufacturing industries. Employed 
initially in the sugar cane plantations during the inter-war years as part of the 
colonial policy of drawing on migrant labour soas to hamper the growth ofa firmly 
rooted working class, and used later in the textile industry established in the 1950s, 
when they fled the colonial repression of the Mau Mau, Kenyan workers formed 
10% of Uganda’s industrial work force. Historically the most militant section of the 
working class, their killing, jailing and intimidation was at the same time an 
attempt by the Ugandan military regime to discipline the entire working class. 

The peasants are the producers of Uganda’s prinicipal export crops, coffee and 
cotton. Ever since the coming of the military regime, added to their neo-colonial 
exploitation through the exchange of unequal values has been appropriation 
through straightforward armed plunder. The small commodity producers 


*Kakira Sugar Plantations. 
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response has been to revert to natu ral economy, from cash to food crops, from the 
production of exchange-value to that of use-values for direct consumption. As 
early as 1974, the Finance Minister admitted in his budget speech that cotton 
production had declined 60% in a year. Soon after, the Minister, disappeared. 
There has not beena budget speech in Uganda since! But facts, as Lenin was fond of 
quoting the English proverb, are stubborn things. Reality compels recognition. 

The ensuing political crisis has robbed Amin of his social base. The 1971 coup 
that brought Amin to power was internally supported by the coalition of traders, 
southern kulaks and the Catholic petty bourgeoisie, a social base that Amin 
consolidated with the expulsion of the Asiancommercial and petty bourgeoisie. As 
it took over the property of the departed Asians and also their positions 
(principally export-import), the upper stratum of the petty bourgeois traders began 
to mature into a commercial bourgeoisie. A section of the officer corps joined the 
ranks of these property owners-on-the-march. This nascent commercial 
bourgeoisie was the class base of the state power. 

The result of peasant refusal to grow export crops was the scarcity of 
commodities and following it, price rises and the disruption of town-country 
exchange — a crisis for not only the petty but also the commercial bourgeoisie. It 
was not long before property demanded power and sections of the army allied with 
the new wealth beganattempts to dislodge Amin. Amin’s response was, on the one 
hand, to direct the apparatus of repression against the most advanced and 
ambitious sections of the commercial bourgeoisie and to terrotize them into 
submission. The businessmen, the ardent supporters of Amin’s rule at the time of 
the 771 coup and the ’72 expulsion then delighted with this rule-by-proxy which 
had brought them the wildest fruits of their dreams, suddenly found the taste turn 
bitter in their mouths. On the other hand, Amin sought to neutralize the ‘unreliable’ 
sections of the army by simply blocking their access to arms and countering them 
with a core of over 4,000 heavilyarmed mercenaries, recruited from the ranks of the 
non-Ugandan Sudanese, ex-Anyanya guerrillas. As Amin’s repressive apparatus 
increasingly turned into a non-national mercenary force, his political crisis 
intensified. Without a social base among any of the classes in Uganda, his rule was 
transformed into a naked dictatorship by arms. With contradiction between the 
regime and its class base intensifying, different sections of the commercial 
bourgeoisie were not amenable to allying with competing imperialism to make a 
bid for power. 


SUPERPOWER RIVALRY 


The British and the Israelis were the first firm supporters of Amin’s ’71 coup. 
Obote’s breaking relations with Britain over the Rhodesian UDI and his attempts 
to form a ‘progressive bloc’ at the 71 Singapore Commonwealth Conference were 
sufficient to sour British-Ugandan relations. Israel’s disenchantment with Obote 
was even deeper. Ever since 1963, Israel had a ‘presence’ in Uganda, later even 
training the army, the police and the air force. After 1969, Uganda occupied a 
central place in Israel’s Arab-African strategy. Northern Uganda was the base the 
Israelis used to assist materially the Anyanya guerrillas in Southern Sudan. But 
With the rise to power of General Nimeiri in the coup of 25 May, 1969, Sudanese- 
Ugandan relations improved visibly. An end was put to Israeli training of the police 
force and the intelligence; at the same time Israeli use of northern Uganda to fan the 

ames of the Sudanese civil war was terminated. 

_ Neither the British nor the Israelis expected the treatment Amin meted out to 
them in the two years after the coup. The pro-Obote soldiers had run south to 
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Tanzania and north to Sudan, establishing guerrilla training camps in both places 
In return for a promise from Nimeiri to close down the Obote camps in Sudan, 
Amin maintained the ban against Israeli use of northern Uganda for milita ry 
purposes, Israel attempted economic blackmail but Amin retaliated by summarily 
expelling them. Relations with Britain soured as Amin’s economic war against the 
Asian businessmen went into a second stage, this time engulfing British banks. the 
financiers of Asian merchants and industrialists. 

Israel, and along with it Britain, attempted to organize aneconomicand military 
boycott of Uganda, but without active Americanassistance they could do but little. 
When Britain boycotted Ugandan exports after the Asian expulsion, the 
Americans refused to follow suit; instead, they bought most of Uganda’s coffee 
crop, over 50% of its net exports. Meanwhile, their efforts to dislodge the Amin 
regime from within were fruitless for in the aftermath of the Asian expulsion the 
regime was at the height of its popularity: without the assistance of an organized 
social force from within, there was little any imperialist power could do short ofan 
invasion. Amin meanwhile astutely exploited intra-imperialist rivalries, not 
turning to the social imperialists for his arms supplies. 

What changed the American position was the Soviet thrust into sub-Saharan 
Africa with the Angolan civil war. In the following months, American imperialists 
feverishly strove to recoup their losses. There followed Henry Kissinger’s African 
visit of early May; then in mid-June came the U.S. Secretary of Defence Donald 
Ruxsfeld; on his heels was the U.S. Ambassdor to the U.N., William Scranton; and 
finally in July the American Assistant Secretary of Defence, William Schaufele, Jr. 
According to the New York Times, the Defence Secretary was to discuss ‘arms aid’ 
to ‘meet growing Soviet military influence in Africa’. 

With the social imperialists attempting to ride on the crest of liberation struggles 
in southern Africa, the U.S. was left, on the one hand, to relying on its only firm 
allies in the region, Zaire and Kenya, and on the other hand, to its old coup-making 
devices. This fact underlines the political weakness of U.S. imperialism in the 
region today. If the guerrilla war in the south was to be halted, the U.S. needed the 
support of what it considered the key state in the region—Tanzania. This past year 
a flurry of visits by the luminaries of American diplomacy to the Tanzanian capital 
were part of an attempt to get the regime to accept the American plan to abandon 
guerrilla war and instead rely onan American-sanctioned invasion to secure ‘black 
rule’ in Zimbabwe. Failure to secure acceptance of the plan compelled American 
imperialism to alter its strategy. The strong internal base of the Tanzanian state 
power ruled out any successful coup-making. Instead, the U.S. sought a 
realignment of forces in East Africa inan attempt to isolate the Tanzanian regime 
regionally and ‘destabilize’it. The internal crisis of the Amin regime and its military 
support by social imperialism qualified it as the immediate target of American 
imperialism. A successful strike against the Amin regime would achieve two 
regional goals: isolate Tanzania and undermine Russian influence. 

Soon after Kissinger’s visit to Nairobi, there followed a series of decisions by the 
Kenyan regime accelarating the break up of the East African Community. On July 
4, the Kenyan regime put an embargo on the supply of oil to Uganda. The Kenya 
press openly encouraged any and all forces in Uganda to seize the opportunity and 
dislodge Amin, Meanwhile, at a press conference in Philadelphia attended by the 
former U.S. Ambassador to Uganda and the Israeli consul, there was announced 
the formation of the so-called Popular Front for the liberation of Uganda. 

Given the blatant imperialist sponsorship of this formation, its announcement 
was probably a cover for American activities nearer to Uganda. As the 
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political contradictions, Amin moved to ruthlessly crush any sign of opposition at 
home. 


ROLE OF THE STUDENTS 


In the history of revolutions, students have often acted as the catalysts of a 
movement. On the one hand, having no articulate class interests, on the other, 
threatened by unemployment and an adverse economic situation once they complete 
their studies, the radicalization of student action is rapid. Its political significance, 
however, is defined by the demands they advance and the classes with which they 
objectively ally. The demands put forth by the Makerere students, whose social 
origin is principally the urban petty bourgeoisie and the commodity-producing 
peasantry, reflected the democratic demands of the petty bourgeoisie. The 
character of its action during the Amin regime underlines the duality of what has 
been basically a democractic movement: spontaneous but courageous, incapable of 
sustaining action but nonetheless capable of igniting a spark. 

The student struggle unfolded very soon after the 1971 coup. In 1972, both the 
Makerere Student’s Guild and the National Union of Student Organizations 
(N.U.S.O.) pointed out that the Asian expulsion amounted to no more than a 
change of intermediaries in imperialist exploitation of the neo-colony. Amin’s 
response was an attempt to intimidate and subordinate the student leadership. 
Beginning in 1974, student organizations voluntarily dissolved themselves and the 
leadership went underground. Students boycotted officially called elections and 
refused to elect a leadership which once exposed, would become the target of 
official terror. 

The University student’s struggle assumed a larger significance early this year. 
Following the disappearance of a Kenyan student at the Makerere campus in 
February, there was a massive student demonstration which spilled over from the 
university grounds to the city centre. Large numbers of city workers and petty 
bourgeois joined the students. Amin was either unable, or failed, to use the army to 
smash this popular outburst against official terror. For the first time it was publicly 
demonstrated that the regime could be defied and successfully at that. 

Ever since those February days, Amin has waited to deal a firm blow to the 
students. In July, the army issued its not-so-veiled threat about ‘teaching the people 
of Uganda a lesson’ if the people did not ‘behave’. After the demonstration of 
August 3, Major-General Mustafa, the army chief-of-staff, announced at the 
Makerere campus that ‘the army will finish off the students if they don’t keep quiet. 
‘In that Tuesday demonstration the regime found the occasion it had been waiting 
for to unleash a savage terror against the students. 


WHO IS THE ENEMY? 


With the increasing unpopularity of the Amin regime among all sectors of 
Ugandan society, with all classes acutely feeling the need for change, various 
programmes have been advanced before the people. As the crisis intensifies and 
different political tendencies begin to mature, the question is posed: who Is the 
enemy? 

There are today three clear responses to this question — the bourgeois, the petty 
bourgeois and the proletarian. For the bourgeoisie - various imperialist 
bourgeoisies, the nascent commercial bourgeoisie in Uganda and its political 
representatives within the petty bourgeoisie — the problem is simply an individual, 
Amin. This bourgeois conception overlooks both the internal intermediaries of 
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imperialist exploitation and the alliances of this class with specific imperialic, 
bourgeoisies. Its consequence is to leave the entire system of oppression and 
exploitation intact. Bourgeois ideology thus safeguards its own interests, 

For the democratic petty bourgeoisie the enemy lies principally outside Uganda. 
This simplicity has the virtue of seeing Aminand the ‘group’ visibly around himas 
just the agents of external forces, in some cases vaguely defined as ‘imperialism’, in 
others equally vaguely as the ‘international bourgeoisie’. Since the ruling class is 
outside Uganda, the enemy internally is simply those individuals who occupy 
visibly important positions in the state power, and not any class with its own 
concrete interests. Thus, anti-imperialist action need only dislodge this group from 
its prominent positions. Meanwhile, the internal class in whose interest the state 
objectively functions is left intact. The ‘revolutionary strategy’ of the democratic 
petty bourgeoisie turns out to be no more than a call for a coup d’etat. While its 
anti-imperialism is quite real, if the democratic petty bourgeoisie assumes 
leadership of the movement, it objectively shelters the ruling class in the camp of 
the people, disarming the revolutionary forces ideologically and thus 
organizationally. 

Who, then, is the enemy in Uganda? Proletarian analysis must be concrete. The 
existence of a military dictatorship in Uganda bears testimony to the weakness of 
classes both for and against Amin. We have seen that the Asian expulsion created 
conditions for the emergence of a commercial bourgeoisie from both the upper 
stratum of the trading petty bourgeoisie and sections of the army officer corps. 
Amin’s rule objectively represented the interests of this nascent commercial 
bourgeoisie. The period since 1972 has seen a relative consolidation of this class. 
The contradiction today, between the state power and the class economically 
dominant internally (the nascent commercial bourgeoisie) is necessarily a 
momentary contradiction. It must be resolved with the regime once again firmly 
anchored to the interests of the commercial bourgeoisie, either through a 
renegotiated relation between the two, or more likely, through the replacement of 
Amin. 

The working class position understands that the enemy inside Uganda is not 
simply Amin but this nascent commercial bourgeoisie, hitherto the class base of the 
state-power. At the same time, different factions of this class, as they seem to resolve 
the present crisis without any fundamental change in the character of the state 
power, buttress their position through alliances with particular imperialism. 
Imperialism continues to oppress the people of Uganda, but indirectly. 

To ignore the imperialist alignments of the commercial bourgeoisie is bourgeois 
ideology; to abstract from the internal class struggle is populism. The working class 
can only drawa dialectical relation between the class that is the objective base of the 
state power in Uganda and its changing alliances with different imperialist 
bourgeoisies outside. So long as a specific imperialism does not physically invade 
Uganda, as in the case of Vietnam and Cambodia, the class struggle remains 

rincipally internal. The field of battle remains inside Uganda. What cannot be 
Cems that it is not an individual, nora group, but class which will defend the 
Ugandan state power in the oncoming struggle. 

The proletariat thus demarcates its ideology very clearly from that of the 
democratic petty bourgeoisie. The enemy of the Ugandan revolution, at the present 
stage of the struggle, are both imperialism and the internal ruling class. From this 
follow its tasks, both national (to overthrow imperialist exploitation) and 
democratic (to overthrow the ryle of internal reactionary forces). The leading force 
of this revolution, the new democratic revolution, is the proletariat, while its 


motive forces also include the peasantry and the democratic petty bourgeoisie. 
; \ 
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A REPLY TO MAMDANI AND BHAGAT 
D. Wadada Nabudere 


We have received and read your comments on my manuscript with interest. 

Looking at your comments on Shivji’s book on the issue of imperialism in 
analysing classes, we were a bit encouraged that some progress was being made on 
this general question of imperialism. Indeed we felt that our work on the 
manuscript was paying dividends. Unfortunately your criticism of Shivji is 
inadequate and in our view comes too late. We are therefore unable to acceptitasa 
genuine and principled criticism. As for Mamdani, the whole of his thesis on 
Uganda is Shivjist and for Bhagat, his defence of Shivji’s thesis hitherto has been 
total. For Mamdani to repudiate Shivji he must therefore first repudiate himself. 
Both their positions remain the same in spite of the ‘criticism’. No wonder thatafter 
your criticism of Shivji, which in many places shows that he fails to comprehend his 
task, you conclude: ‘Nevertheless we consider the book a step forward representing 
a stage in the development of Marxist-Leninist thought in our countries. .. .’ 

This is because, although you disagree in form, you are basically in agreement in 
substance. ; 

We shall have occasion in thenear future to say something on Mamdani’s book. 
We have already written a critique of Shivji’s book, copies of which have already 
been given to you. Furthermore Mamdani’s insistence that our critique of Shivji be 
restricted is a clear betrayal of his effort to conceal fundamental errors of theory 
and ideology which are already widely disseminated in book form, a fact to which 
Mamdani himself has lent active support in recommending the book to the whole 
world over the BBC without indicating inany serious way the errors contained init. 

Coming to your comments on my manuscript we find that the criticisms are only 
“left” in form but right in content. We find the use of Chinese comrades’ references 
to support your positions unacceptable. They exhibit a certain amount of 
petty-bourgeois dogmatism and stereotyped analysis. This kind of prostitution is 
tantamount to opportunism of the highest order. We shall show that the references 
to the Chinese comrades’ texts do not in fact support your criticisms. Now we turn 
to your specific comments. 


1. IMPERIALISM AND CONTRADICTIONS 


One important fact to note about your comments is the glaring effort on your 
Part to find every fault with the manuscript. In the end you fail, not because there 
are no faults, but because either you were pressured by the desire to criticize and 
looked for what struck you as erroneous and rushed to criticize it, or you read the 
Manuscript but did not study it with sufficient sympathy or care to understand it. 
This is revealed by the firstaccusation you make that I ‘claim to analyse imperialism 
IN its totality’, To support this accusation, you hang on the title and the preface. 

ere is nothing in these two to support you. Anybody reading the manuscriptasa 
Whole will not fail to see its scope and its purpose. Indeed, beginning with the first 
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sentence in the introduction up to the last chapter, there can be no doubt that my 
purpose is to defend Lenin’s thesis, /mperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism 
and to try ina theoretical manner to connect it with Marx’s Capital, a task | try fd 
do in Part Two and Part Three of the manuscript. Incidentally, in conformity with 
the eclecticism which is revealed so glaringly in your comments, you recognize this 
(on the other hand!) when you state: 


The strength of the manuscript, particularly the relation it underlines between 
Marx’s analysis of Capital and Lenin’s theory of Imperialism, we consider to 
be a scientific contribution to the development of Marxist-Leninist ideology 
in our part of the world. 


Thank you! We never undertook to do nor have we claimed to have done any 
more than that. 

You can see, therefore, that your criticisms are drawn from outside the 
manuscript and you try to join issue with us on theses we have not advanced. This 
comes out glaringly when you accuse that the main ‘thrust’ of the manuscript has 
been to ‘abstract from all contradictions except that of capital and labour’ on the 
ground that we ‘absolutize’ the concept of centralization of capital ‘arriving at a 
concept of “world finance capital” emphasizing its unity ina one-sidedmanner. You 
accuse us also of suggesting ‘ascendancy of U.S. imperialism’ in the post-war 
period, and of stating that the World Bank is currently under the control of the 
Rockefeller-Chase-Manhattan-Standard Oil Group. Because of these alleged faults, 
you assert that the manuscript ‘comes perilously close to taking the stand of ultra- 
imperialism’ of Kautsky. In disproof of these ‘faults’ in the manuscript you then 
proceed to show that: 


The establishment of U.S. hegemony over European and Japanese capital is 
in fact only one aspect of the process; the other and the central aspect is the 
intensifying contradiction within the camp of American imperialism since 
the Second World War. 


You go on - quite unnecessarily — to seek the support of the Proposal Concerning 
the General Line of the International Communist Movement from the Communist 
Party of China, which state, in short, that to deny these contradictions is to be 
erroneous. Having gone to all this trouble, you would be expected to quote a 
passage in the manuscript where we deny the existence of this contradiction, or at 
least to show in any way, apart from mere assertion, that we do not deal with the 
question. Any casual reading of Part Four of the manuscript will reveal that this 
criticism has no foundation. 


A. Contradiction within the Imperialist Bourgeoisie 

Now coming to the substance of your accusations: do we ‘abstract’ centralization 
of the capital into a ‘World Finance Capital” No, we donot. We do not evencreate 
it. It is a reality which Lenin analyses. World finance capital is the total finance 
capital of the total financial oligarchies in their unity aimed at exploiting the total 
working class of the entire world under their hegemony. Does this unity in finance 
capital deny contradictions among the financial oligarchies? No, it does not. The 
manuscript is clear on this. The manuscript takes a whole Part Three to survey the 
historical roots of the rivalries between the imperialist powers resulting in the two 
Imperialist World Wars. It points out that the U.S., which emerges solid after the 
War, soon carries out in the post-Second World War period, a redivision of the 
world under its hegemony. We go further to show the opposition of Europe and 
Japan to the multilateral strategy under U.S. hegemony resulting in rivalry; 
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wherein Europe decides to set up a common market; and we argue that this market 
was aimed against the working class in Europe and the workers and peasants of the 
Third World. Towards the end of Chapter XVI, we state: 


This central contradiction of imperialism cannot be resolved but table 
resolutions to be ‘united’, Hence war is still the central instrument of 
imperialism. Capitalist monopoly groups in the U.S. and in Europe still 
continue to compete for markets and outlets for capital exports leading to 
‘vertical cohesion and division of labour’ with the Third World, as we shall 
see. The transnational corporation cannot remove this basic contradiction. 
So long as this struggle for markets and raw materials continues (which it 
must), wars among imperialist states are inevitable although these may, due 
to the existence of the socialist system, be eased. 


You can see that your criticism on this point is baseless and not worthy of any 
debate. You even query the fact that the World Bank is currently under control of 
the U.S. financial oligarchy, without even attempting to challenge our assertion of 
this effectively. You suggest that I come ‘perilously’ close to Kautsky without 
making the slightest attempt to quote Lenincorrectly. You quote him from a source 
where he doesn’t even discuss the issue. You do not quote him where he discusses 
the issue of Kautsky’s attempt to treat imperialism in his booklet on the same 
subject. If you had done this, you would have found that Lenin, in refuting 
Kautsky’s thesis on imperialism, was also refuting all obscurantists who attempt to 
separate the political from the economic. This you try to do when you eclectically 
require us to bear in mind the ‘political dimension’, and when you remind us 
that Lenin postulated that ‘politics doesn’t obediently follow economics’ as if we 
had tried to do that anywhere in the manuscript. 


In his definition of imperialism, Kautsky had said: 


Imperialism is a product of highly developed industrial capitalism. It consists 
in the striving of every industrial capitalist nation to bring under its control or 
annex all large areas of agrarian territory, irrespective of what nations 
inhabit it. 


In repudiating this definition, Lenin said itis of no use at all because it one-sidely, 
i.e., arbitrarily, singles out only the national question (p. 87). He continues: 


The essence of the matter is that Kautshy detaches the politics of imperialism 
from its economics, speaks of annexation as being policy ‘preferred’ by 
finance capital, and opposes to it another bourgeois policy which, he alleges, 
is possible on this very same basis of finance capital. (p. 89). 


You will see, therefore, that yourattempt to identify your dualist views with those 
of Lenin does not support, but on the contrary refutes, your case. We have already 
shown that the manuscript deals with contradictions among monopolies. Your 
comparing out thesis with Kautsky is therefore based on your lack of understanding 
of this question. Lenin also pointed out that by bringing out the question of 
‘annexation of agrarian countries by industries countries’ as an imperialist ‘policy’, 
the ‘role of merchant capital is put in the forefront’; and the ‘predominance of the 
financier over the merchant is over-shadowed’. (p. 89). This, as we shall show in our 
criticism of your forthcoming book on Uganda, is the very thing you try todo when 
you talk of ‘Indian merchant capital’, dominating production. + 

You further accuse us of obscuring the contradiction within the bourgeoisie. 
Again, you do not understand the manuscript and, as we have said, you do noteven 
bother to refer to Part Three where the rise of the financial oligarchy is treated 
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historically. If you had done so, you would have found that you have no ground for 
the complaint and there would have been no need for you to quote Chairman Mao Tse- 
tung On Contradictions on this issue. Indeed, in the only long passage you quote 
from the manuscript, you can see that a distinction is drawn between the national] 
bourgeoisie’ (who are the non-monopolist bourgeoisie as opposed to the petty- 
bourgeoisie) and the financial oligarchy. Perhaps you still find it difficult to accept 
this as a distinction solely because we don’t use the word ‘non-monopoly 
bourgeoisie’ as it appears in Mao Tse-tung. In our entire analysis, we put emphasis 
on the financial oligarchy since this is the bourgeoisie involved directly in 
imperialism. We had no cause to enquire into Watergates and debates over EEC 
entry since we were not analysing this level of the contradiction. We were examining 
a major movement and even then there could be no confusion from the manuscript 
as to what is meant by the financial oligarchy. 


B. Contradictions Between the Superpowers and the Second World and 
Relationship with Third World 


You accuse us of failing to analyse contradictions between the superpowers and 
the “Second World’, since the intermediate zones are also ‘oppressed’ by the 
superpowers. In typical one-sidedness, you absolutize this ‘oppression’ to the point 
of seeing no unity between this ‘Second World’ and the superpowers, although you 
say they also ‘partake’ in the imperialist exploitation of the Third World. We have 
already shown that a contradiction exists between monopolies, whether 
intermediate or otherwise, but this contradiction is over who should have the upper 
hand in exploiting labour both in the ‘Second World’ and the Third World. This 
contradiction, generally non-antagonistic as it is within the same class — the 
bourgeoisie — fora greater share of the oppressed Third World, at time breaks out in 
open war. You state that if we do not ‘grasp’ this contradiction we cannot 
understand the formation of Euratom, Gaullism, etc. But we have shown that by 
grasping the ‘fundamental contradiction’ among imperialist countries (do not 
forget the General Line), we have also grasped the contradiction between the 
superpowers, among imperialist countries and among monopoly capitalist groups. 
All these stem from this fundamental contradiction. That is why we earlier 
explained the rise of the EEC as expressing this fundamental contradiction. 

You also say that the manuscript one-sidedly ‘concludes that the (Lome) 
Convention is a victory for monopolies of the U.S., and Japan’. Here yoware seen 
unable to comprehend the paragraph from which you bring out only six words! 
You also fail to comprehend what we say in this paragraph because you do not 
consider the historical background to the Lome Convention, which can only be 
understood if the Yaounde Conventions, the Lagos Agreement and the Arusha 
Agreement, as well as a host of others between EEC and Third World countries, are 
analysed. If this analysis were made, one finds that the African, Caribbean and 
Pacific (ACP) countries fought tooth-and-nail to remove the preferential treatment 
in their countries formerly givento the EEC countries alone. They insisted that their 
markets should be open to other countries, which in present-day conditions could 
only mean U.S. and Japanese monopolies since, as we all know, trade among the 53 
ACP states is almost non-existent. The same is true of the trade with the socialist 
countries. In the short term it therefore meant open door neo-colonialism. In the 
long term, with the socialist world, sucha policy should be defended. This goes also 
for the so-called rights of establishment. We refer to the pressure by U.S. 
Imperialism, in which Nixon insisted that Europe must not insist on ‘reverse 

preferences’ in her relations with ACP countries. It is only in this connection that we 
State that the multilateralizing of neo-colonialism in the Lome Convention was 4 
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victory by U.S. and Japanese monopolies, since the Convention allowed them the 
same privileges in the ACP states. 


The new convention, while purporting to do away with ‘reverse preferences’ 
by which products of the European monopolies ceased to receive ‘duty-free 
entry’ in return for so-called ‘markets’ for products of the [then] 46 ACP 
states, merely multilateralised the neo-colonial ties to other monopolies of the 
U.S. and Japan. Whereas the old Convention excludes these two imperialist 
groups, the new Convention opens up to them the same advantages and 
privileges the European [monopolies] enjoyed in these neo-colonial 
countries. Thus the exploitation of the Third World continues unabated 
under conditions of multilateral imperialism [p. 0] 


You conclude that this signified a ‘limited victory for the Third World’ without 
showing how. You quote the Peking Review without understanding the context in 
which the Peking Review piece is written and to whom it is addressed, which 
betrays, as we already said, an opportunistic recourse to the Chinese comrades’ 
texts. Whereas it is true that the superpowers in their struggles over the other 
imperialist countries oppress them, we cannot accept your interpretation of this 
contradiction to imply that the competitive struggles by all monopoly groups, 
including those of the Second World over Third World territories, are a sign of 
‘oppression’ by the superpowers of the Second World imperialist powers. To accept 
this interpretation is to concede and accept the oppression of Second World 
imperialist powers over the Third World which is utterly dangerous and 
unprincipled; yet that is what is implied by talk of Lome asa ‘limited victory for the 
Third World in this context. : 

It does not mean that the struggles of Third World countries for control over 
their resources are not progressive and therefore not to be supported by the proletariat. 
The proletariat must view this step as a struggle for deepening the contradiction between 
imperialism and the oppressed peoples in the Third World. These struggles also 
reveal the contradiction between the ‘national bourgeoisie’ and petty-bourgeoisie 
with the financial oligarchy, which is the reflection of the objective dominaton of 
finance capital over the national bourgeoisie, limiting the area in which they can 
compete. So the proletariat has the greatest interest in deepening the contradiction 
between the oppressed peoples and imperialism, in order to be able to popularize 
and generalise its case against imperialism ona broader front. This is the context in 
which the Peking Review piece on the Lome Convention is written and also the 
context which the struggle against the superpowers is raised. You will see that our 
position on the ‘New Economic Order’ and on nationalizations holds this broad 
position. oe 

In our view, you are unable to comprehend the contradictions leading to 
nationalisation measures in Third World countries because of your eclecticism. 
Although you point out that the significance of these measures ‘must be grasped 
both economically and politically’, you yourselves take a rather one-sided view of 
these measures. You accuse us of attempting ‘only an economic analysis’ and of 
‘belittling’ them (the measures) as simply “a nuisance to imperialism”. 
Characterising commodity producer organisations culminating in the call for a 
‘New Economic Order’ as falling within price struggles, and not going to the root of 
production relations, you conclude, ‘Nevertheless, these are anti-imperialist 
struggles and as such objectively form part of the world socialist revolution, as Mao 
Tse-tung pointed out in New Democracy’. This is clearly a one-sided treatment of 
the question of nationalisations and the struggle for the ‘New Economic Order’, 
‘perilously close’, to use your catchword, to asserting a revisionist non-capitalist 
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road. You misuse Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s authority on this question because he 
was describing the character of the two democratic revolutions — the old and the 
new. He was no where discussing nationalisations and the “New Economic Order” 
in New Democracy. Indeed, you contradict yourselves where, ina similar comment 
on Shivji’s book, you state one-sidedly: 


That property under concrete historical circumstances assumes another legal 
form, in this case a public form, should not blind Marxist-Leninists to the 
fact that it still remains private (class) property. 


Here you are putting forward ‘only an economic analysis’, which you accuse us of 
doing! You have not successfully shown that the manuscript bears these faults, but 
your two criticisms exhibited them. “You cannot have it both ways”. If you had 
looked at the manuscript carefully, you would have seen that we express a political 
appreciation of this form of struggle in spite of the fact that the change in legal form 
does not change the property relations; this led us to conclude that nationalizations 
and the struggle for a New Economic Order were a nuisance to imperialism, since 
the property remained basically bourgeois property. The manuscript nevertheless 
acknowledges these measure to be ‘important developments’ and further points 
out that ‘whilst one must not underestimate the long-run implications of this 
contradiction between the peoples of the neo-world and imperialism’, these 
struggles ‘remain within the sphere of bargaining for higher prices’ (pp. ). The 
manuscript concludes on this point: 


Here we see that a neo-colony under these conditions can only get out of this 
octopus-like exploitative production relations by revolt. No amount of 
policy manipulation outside the class struggle can bring about the desired 
end. A revolt against imperialism becomes the only basis for the national 
democratic revolution. 


This analysis, in our opinion, cannot fairly be criticized as being only ‘economic 
analysis’ and as being one-sided. The Peking Review article on which you relied for 
your Lome Convention criticism takes this broad view of these Conventions and 
the struggle for New Economic Order when it warns: 


The signing of the Lome Convention is a victory for the Third World. 
However, one must see that to thoroughly remould the old, extremely 
unequal international economic relations requires a protracted and arduous 
struggle ... So longas they persist in struggle, strengthen unity and unite with 
all forces that can be united with, the Third World Countries and their 
peoples are bound to win new and continuous victories’ (p. 19). 


This having regard to the audience for which it was intended, correctly puts the 
proletarian position to the ‘national’and petty bourgeoisie of these countries ~ a line 
which the manuscript, as we have shown above, also takes on this issue. 

Before concluding, we refer to a passage in your conclusion where the four 
fundamental contradictions as laid down in the General Line are outlined. You then 
state that, “while all these fundamental contradictions exist today, the principal 
contradiction is that between the oppressed nations and imperialism’. 

The above statement is then immediately followed by a purportedly supporting 
reference from another part of the General Line, wherein it is pointed out that ‘the 
various types of contradictions in the contemporary world are concentrated’ in the 
Third World, the most vulnerable areas under imperialist rule and the storm centres 
of world revolution dealing direct blows to imperialism’. The reader is given the 
impression that the General Line singles out this particular contradiction as the 
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principal one. This is not the case and is very misleading on you part. In fact the 
General Line stops one from singling out any of these contradictions from the 
others. It states: 


These contradictions and the struggles to which they give rise are interrelated 
and influence each other. Nobody can obliterate any of these fundamental 
contradictions or subjectively substitute one for all the rest. 


Quoting this passage on the very page where you single out one of the 
contradictions to be the principal one thus betrays a shallow understanding of the 
General Line, committing an offence against it, and also places you in one of the 
“deviationist” categories that you outline, namely, that of ‘populist Third 
Worldists’. Thus although the General Line sees the countries of Asia, Africa and 
Latin America as ‘storm centres’, and points out that the outcome of the 
international proletarian revolution ‘hinges on the outcome’ of these struggles, it 1s 
at the same time careful to point out that: 


The national democratic revolutionary movement in these areas and the 
international socialist revolutionary movement are two great historical 
currents of our time. The national democratic revolution in these areas 1s an 
important component of the contemporary proletarian world revolution. (p. 
13) 


Our manuscript puts this same line: 


Thus in our conclusion the struggle against imperialism must be based on the 
correct strategy of the working class in the imperialist countries . . . In the 
colonial, semi-colonial and neo-colonial countries, a two-phased struggle 
historically offers the best chance of success. In this way the struggles of the 
working classes in the imperialist centre and the colonial, semi-colonial 
hinterland support one another. On this basis, the end of imperialism is 
assured and not otherwise. 


Hence your accusation that the manuscript takes a “Trotskyist line’ which ‘one- 
sidedly emphasizes the contradiction between capital and labour and substitutes it 
for the rest’ is totally groundless and an out-and-out opportunistic slander. Your 
assertion that the conclusion in the manuscript regarding the necessity for a 
people’s democratic revolution, correct as it is, “doesn’t follow from the argument in 
the manuscript’ is therefore hollow. Youdo not comprehend the method of analysis 
adopted in the manuscript and, more importantly, you have not grasped Marx’s 
laws of motion of capitalism. It is precisely because of this that you stick to the 
populist theory of ‘unequal exchange’, as we shall soon demonstrate. 


2. NEW DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION, CLASSES AND 
THE NEO-COLONY 


Most of your criticisms on the new democratic revolution, classes, in the neo- 
colony and the politics of struggle are centred around one pivotal point: national 
capital and its contradiction with finance capital. You do not indicate the character 
of this contradiction. We begin from the proposition that finance capital dominates 
the petty bourgeoisie and exploits the working class and peasantry in the neo- 
colony and that because of this, there exists a fundamental antagonistic 
contradiction between imperialism (the rule of finance capital) and the oppressed 
people in the neo-colony. the contradiction between the petty-bourgeoisie (who 
have a.portion of the finance capital) and the financial oligarchy is a basically non- 
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antagonistic contradiction within the bourgeois class. Finance Capital h 
fundamental and antagonistic contradiction with the neo-colony because j; 
exploits the worker and the peasant there. Through exports of capital, it negates 
the development of a national capital and hence makes it impossible for the society 
in the neo-colony to be transformed. In the era of finance Capital, this 
transformation of society is impossible under capitalism, hence Chairman Mao 
Tse-tung’s correct characterization of the first phase of proletarian-led revolutions 
in colonies and semi-colonies after 1917 as ‘New Democratic’, leading not to 
capitalist development but to socialist reconstruction and transformation of 
society. 


as 


A. Unequal Exchange 

Your wrong understanding of this contradiction between imperialism and the 
people leads you, as we have already indicated, to adopt a populist position on 
‘unequal exchange’. Our analysis adopts the correct position of Marx in Capital 
and Lenin on /mperialism which sees the major movement in capitalism as being 
determined by two antagonistic poles — labour and capital — on the basis of which 
unity in production is achieved in conditions of struggle between opposites. The 
general laws of capitalist development are worked out on this scientific basis which 
reflects reality. In other words, Marx demonstrates that with the rise of capital, a 
movement is established whereby all production is increasingly turned into 
commodity production and subjecting all labour — whether that of the worker or 
the peasant — to the exploitation of capital. It is within this framework that we 
analyse and demonstrate the correctness of Lenin’s thesis which is based on Marx’s 
analysis of capitalism. Thus colonial countries which were pre-capitalist in their 
social formation are brought increasingly under the exploitation of capital. In this 
connection Marx has pointed out: 


As capitalist production develops, it has a disintegrating, resolvent effect on 
all older forms of production, which, designed mostly to meet the direct 
needs of the producer, transform only the excess produced into 
commodities. Capitalist production makes the sale of products the main 
interest, at first apparently without affecting the mode of production itself. 
Such was for instance the first effect of capitalist world commerce on such 
nations as the Chinese, Indians, Arabs, etc. But, secondly, wherever it takes 
root capitalist production destroys all forms of commodity production 
whichare based either on the self-employment of the producers, or merely on 
the sale of the excess product as commodities. Capitalist production first 
makes the production of commodities general and then, by degrees, 
transforms all commodity production into capitalist commodity production 
(Capital, Vol. Il, p. 36) 


The accusation you make that the manuscript ‘confines itself to the exploitation 
of the worker but has nota word to say about the peasants exploitation’s is populist 
and baseless. Youdo not understand Marx’s use of the concept ‘exploitation’. It isa 
scientific concept which is used solely in connection with the capital-labour 
relation. That is why he talks of the ‘plunder, spoilation and entombment of 
aboriginal peoples’ by merchant capital. He talks of ‘exploitation’ of labour by 
industrial capital. Your own use in this case of the word ‘exploitation’ is therefore, 
in this case, moralistic. Furthermore, your accusation is reminiscent of 
Luxemburg’s slanders against Marx when, raising the same issue in a different 
context, she stated: 


As soon as he [Marx] comes to analyse the capitalist process of production 
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and circulation, he affirms the universai and exclusive domination of 
capitalist production. 

Yet, as we have seen, capitalism in its full maturity also depends in all 
respects on non-capitalist strata and social organisations existing side-by- 
side with it. (Accumulation of Capital, p. 365) 


As we demonstrated in the manuscript, Luxemburg did notcomprehend Marx’s 
scientific method and her theorizing on this issue gives fuel to most of today’s neo- 
Trotskyist concepts of “unequal exchange” to which you subscribe. 

Peasant exploitation by capital is not an issue for mystification. Marx and 
Engels were at pains to show how capital infiltrates, corrodes and brings to heel 
small-scale peasant production. in the Peasant Question in France and Germany 
and in the Eighteenth Brumaire, they unravelled this problem. In the Peasant 
Question, Engels points out its strategic importance to the proletarian struggle. He 
shows how by stages the peasant in France lost all the independence that he had 
before the rule of capital and concludes: 


This small peasant, just like the small handicraftsman, is therefore a toiler 
who differs from the modern proletariat in what he still possesses his 
instruments of labour; hence a survival of a past mode of production . . . 
[Whereas in the past his unit of production was self-sufficient] capitalist 
production putanend to this by its money economy and large-scale industry. 

Taxes, crop failures, divisions of inheritance and litigations drive one 
peasant after another into the arms of the usurer; their indebtedness becomes 
more and more general and steadily increases in amount in each case — in 
brief our small peasant, like every other survival of past mode of production, 
is hopelessly doomed. He isa future proletarian... The self-supporting small 
peasant is neither in the safe possession of his tiny patch of land nor is he free. 
He as well as his house, his farmstead and his few fields belong to the usurers. 
[Selected Works, Vol. 3 pp. 459-69] 


Marx, in Eighteenth Brumaire, similarly points to this fact. He observes that 
smallholding property in Europe has been radically altered and this changed the 
relation of the peasant to the other classes. Its landmarks ‘formed the natural 
fortifications of the bourgeoisie against any surprise attack on the part of its 
overlords’. He continues: 


But in the course of the nineteenth century the feudal lords were replaced by 
urban usurers; the feudal obligation that went with the land was replaced by 
the mortgage, aristocratic landed property was replaced by bourgeois 
capital. The small holding of the peasant is now only the pretext that allows 
the capitalist to draw profits, interest and rent from the soil, while leaving it 
to the tiller of the soil himself to see how he can extract his wages. 
Smallholding property, in this enslavement by capital to which its 
development inevitably pushes forward, has transformed the mass of the 
French nation into troglodytes. (Selected Works, Vol. 1, p. 481) 


In most of our countries, although the historical background is not the same, we 
observe that colonialism turns the peasant away from self-employment to 
commodity production for the market by the infiltration of the money economy. 
First by the tax, then by indebtedness that increases with each passing day, to the 
usurer and the village trader. These force him to produce capitalist commodities ~ 
and he cannot do this without putting aside part of the working day (labour power) 
for capitalist commodity production, so that although his smallholding is pre- 
capitalist in form, it is merely a shell which is highly corroded by capital. It is only 
pre-capitalist in name. And the so-called undervalued price of product is no more 
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than a wage paid for his labour. He is exploited by capital in this Manner 
Regardless as to whether you see the peasant smallholding as ‘a small capitalist 
enterprise’, or asa class of labourers, the account of his unit — to the extent that the 
peasant engages directly in the labourprocess will have to allocate him a Wage 
Whether you call this wage a profit through sale is of no consequence, fora portion 
of it must go to the reproduction of his labour-power which is consumed in the 
process of his being directly engaged in production. Our Third World peasant 
engaged in commodity production is therefore ‘pre-capitalist’ in form only. He is 
no longer self-employed. But although he is exploited by capital, he is not a 
proletariat. He remains scattered, and is tied to his piece of land “by the deep rooted 
sense of property’. (Engels, op. cit., p. 460) But this is merely his illusion in the First 
Outline - The Commune which Marx refers to as a ‘delusion’. ‘What separates the 
peasant from the proletariat is, therefore, no longer his real interest but his delusive 
prejudice.’ (p. 160) 

Capital, in its infiltration of peasant production, seeks surplus-value and nothing 
else and, taking advantage of subsistence production for part of the working-day, 
the financial oligarchy pays a price for the peasant’s products (nay, a wa ge) 
consistent with his subsistence needs. This is howa capital-labour relation exists at 
this level of articulation of the labour process. You illustrate confusion on this issue 
by talking of ‘unequal exchange’ explaining the ‘exploitation of the petty 
commodity producer... not of the worker’ and the exploitation of ‘non-prletarian 
producers and not of countries.’ This statement remains a mere assertion unless 
you grapple with the issue of exploitation of the peasant as above presented. 
Failure to do so means taking the peasant’s illusion and delusion to be the fact! 

You try to support your assertion about the nature of the unequal exchange with 
a Peking Review quote, the quote does not support what you are asserting. It talks 
of ‘the present price relationships between primary products and finished goods in 
the international market’, which, as you know, is between countries, forall primary 
producers in the world market are peasant producers. Here again the Chinese 
comrades’ texts have been used opportunistically. aii 

One further inference which follows from your concept of ‘unequal exchange’ is 
that all peasant production is owner-producer enterprise. You must surely know 
that capitalist production, wherever introduced on land, sets in motion a great 
differentiation among peasants, so that there are rich, middle and poor peasants. 
Whena rich peasant employs a poor peasant, ora rural proletarian, he pays him a 
wage. There is nothing ‘pre-capitalist’ about this. This isa capital-labour relation 
within the peasantry. In producer-owner production the rule of capital is even more 
pronounced, since these producer-owners are increasingly thrown into the 
proletariat ranks. Your conclusion that the manuscript has ‘not a word to say of 
peasants exploitation’ is therefore unfounded, because the capital-labour relation 
would still apply. This is why Marx’s analysis has stood the crude attacks ol 
Luxemburg, who wanted to examine the capitalist-peasant relation as “non- 
capitalist’ which you unconsciously also suggest in your criticism. Ina future wor k, 
in which accumulation process under finance capital will be demonstrated, we shall 
80 deeper into this question; but we consider our analysis on this issue in the 
Manuscript as adequate to repudiate the Emmanuel-Amin thesis. Your own thesis 

1s completely in line with Luxemburg’s which has been shown to be anti-Marxist. 


B. Classes and the ‘Semi-Colony’ 


We do not consider that your discussion of class relations which SOS 
dogmas that could only be entertained by un-Marxist-Leninists follows f Le. 
analysis. To Marxist-Leninists the question of classes is'a concrete ques 
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Although classes may be mentioned in their gencral relations ina major movement 
jike imperialism, such treatment can only be meaningfully handled in a concrete 
way. Your dogmatic position is shown by such formulations as ‘we must 
distinguish different sections — comprador and national’. The question is: where? 
when? A scientific formulation cannot be put in this dogmatic manner. The 
existence of a national bourgeoisie’, comprador bourgeoisie or ‘comprador 
industrial bourgeoisie’ (sic) is not a general question (with which we were 
concerned) but a concrete question fora concrete situation. You yourselves remind 
us of this principle but then forget it as soon as it is stated. 

It seems to us that you goagainst the Leninist principle of studying each situation 
concretely, by engaging in dogmatic generalities about classes. You commit the 
error which the Chinese comrades do not, and as Marxist-Leninists could not even 
attempt to suggest — of generalising the Chinese experience. You even suggest that 
our countries are ‘semi-colonies’, apparently because it is so suggested by 
Chairman Mao Tse-tung on Contradictions. This is incorrect. Chairman Mao Tse- 
tung here was referring to semi-colonies ‘such as China’ and in his Chinese 
Revolution and the Chinese Communist Party, in Chapter I where he treats the 
colonial, semi-colonial and semi-feudal society of China, he gives concrete periods, 
phases and characteristics of these questions and states at what periods a ‘flabby 
national bourgeoisie’ arose. His targets, motive forces and the character of the 
revolution are worked out on the basis of those concrete studies. A special feature 
of the semi-colony is that its relationship with the imperialists is based not on total 
occupation and colonisation, but on unequal treaties referred to in international 
law as capitulationist treaties. These treaties were signed with countries in which 
imperialist powers collectively wanted an open-door policy, allowing all 
monopolies free entry into these areas. Turkey, China and to some extent 
Leopold’s Congo were such areas. In China the presence of the imperialist 
countries was established as spheres of influence at ports like Canton and 
Shanghai. Thus a basis was established for collaboration between the feudal ruling 
class in the hinterland and the financial oligarchy represented at the ports. In these 
circumstances, agents for monopolies at these ports were a necessary element of 
imperialist domination of China. The term ‘comprador’ originally meant a 
‘Chinese agent of a foreign business area at Canton’ and represented this historic 
Stage. eon ; | 
In a colony — particularly those which arose after 1880 — cn the other hand, the 
imperialists established a colonial state structure to administer and protect the 
property interests (finance capital) of monopolies. Monopoly enterprises were set 
up and individual capitalists found their room within this arrangement. A 
comprador bourgeoisie therefore cannot strictly arise in the colony since 
monopolieshavexa free hand in the colony and are directly represented by 
companies and banks, Although one may speak of a comprador petty-bourgeoisie 
in the neo-colony in a very general way, one has to bear in mind these concrete 
historical facts. 

Our views about a ‘national bourgeisie’ are quite clear. A ‘national bourgeoisie’ 
in India, Brazil, Egypt, etc. cannot be compared toa national bourgeoisie in, say, 
France. It is not that we do not recognise that imperialism, within limits established 
by it and within conditions prevailing internally in the colony, may allowa certain 
amount of growth. Indeed, the manuscript does recognise this (p. 505). But a 
national bourgeoisie cannot exist on mere ‘aspirations’, as you state, nor can their 
existence on the basis of ‘national resources and national market’ be clearly 
demarcated. The contradiction between the ‘national bourgeoisie’ and petty 
bourgeoisie lies in the domination by finance capital of productionand distribution 
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in the neo-colony by means of the centralisation and concentration of prod uction 
and of the credit-system ona global scale and in each country; not on the assumed 
existence of ‘national capital’ which is (again assumed) in contradiction with 
finance capital. Our thesis on this question is based on Lenin’s treatments of 
Imperialism and the National Question, and we would only emphasize that each 
country requires a concrete analysis in order to identify the actual existing classes 
on the basis of revolutionary struggle. that is why we refrain from laying down 
‘general principles’, as you demand by which, given the context of the manuscript, 
can only mean the laying down of dogmatic positions. Rather than attempt to lay 
down general principles even in respect of the imperialist countries, apart from 
stating an obvious fact, we preferred to give concrete historical experiences of 
China and Vietnam and, on the basis of these, put forward the view that a two- 
phased struggle ‘historically offers the best chance of success’. (p. ). We leave it to 
the pure theorists to engage in abstractions of a general nature. 

On the question of the petty-bourgeoisie, you again take a one-sided view of this 
class. Not all of them engage in the labour process as alleged. You one-sidedly see 
them as part of the ‘revolutionary masses’ and even seek the support of Lenin on 
this issue without quoting the source. We challenge you to indicate where he gives 
such a one-sided, unqualified view of this class. The Marxist-Leninist position 
takes a scientific view of this class. The Manifesto groups under this class — which it 
calls “the lower middle class” — small manufacturers, shopkeepers, artisans and 
peasants. Although it recognises their struggles against the bourgeoisie, it 
nevertheless sees them not wholly asa revolutionary class: “They are therefore not 
revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll 
back the wheel of history.” (p. 19) 

This class must not be seen ina static manner. It evolves each passing day and, 
with the rise of monopoly capitalism, gets more numbers added to it from upper 
ranks, while some of its own numbers are pushed to proletarian ranks. That is why 
we have to view them in motion, as they exist concretely, while finance capital 
reproduces itself globally. Marx, in his critique of Proudhon, clearly points to the 
vacillating nature of this class. In periods of prosperity, they are with the bourgeoisie 
and fight the proletariat; in periods of crisis, they increasingly join the proletarian 
ranks and support its struggles. They are unreliable. Without a proletarian 
leadership, even in periods of crisis, they cannot put up a fight against the 
bourgeoisie as Yash Tandon correctly points out in his commentary. 

Comrade Chou Enlai, too, in his interview with Hinton pointed out that, 
“According to a Marxist point of view the petty-bourgeoisie belong to the 
bourgeoisie class and not to the working class or proletariat”. It is for this reason 
that the petty-bourgeoisie, unless they have crossed the class line, or are under its 
strict leadership, have to be handled cautiously, giving them no chance to create 
confusion in proletarian ranks. Li 

Your views on the semi-colony cannot be accepted. Indeed the very concept itself 
is not clearly defined by you. In some places you talk of neo-colony appearing to 
have the same sense for them both, as when you state that ‘The transition from a 
colony to a semi-colony must be principally understood as a political transition in 
the form of the state’, : 

_And again, ‘central to the concept of the semi-colony is the intra-imperialist 
rivalry politically mediated through classes (or fractions of classes) within the sem!- 
colony’, Elsewhere you talk of the ‘neo-colonial state’ in the same vein. As we have 
shown, Mao Tse-tung clearly explains what he means by a semi-colony. ag 
Antroduction ‘of this term confuses the discussion. In the quote “the ru!'ng class 10 
semi-colonial countries capitulate to imperialism and the two form an alliance for 
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the jornt oppression of the masses of the people”, Mao Tse-tung is referring to semi- 
colonies ‘such as China’, which he clearly defines. Thus you abstract from its 
historical context Mao Tse-tung’s concept of semi-colony and apply it to a neo- 
colony, because Mao Tse-tung here talks of a ‘ruling class in the semi-colony’; this 
was an attempt to give authoritative credence to your thesis of the ‘national 
bourgeoisie” being the ‘ruling class’ at the ‘political level’ in the neo-colony. Your 
thesis 1s abstracted from history and the national question and, although you talk 
of the ‘ruling Class in a semi-(neo) colony [as having] a dependent relation to a 
particular imperialism’, you do not show how this dependence arises. Is it an 
organic dependence? If so what does this mean concretely? Without the concept of 
finance capital you cannot in any convincing way demonstrate this dependence. 
Hence your formulations remain mere assertions conceived a priori to justify your 
faulty thesis on Uganda, in particular. 

You seek the authority of Lenin where he referes to ‘transitiona! forms of state 
dependence’ almost to uphold the view that all countries, possibly with the 
exception of the superpowers, are ‘transitional forms of state dependence. . 
enmeshed in the net of financial and diplomatic dependence, typical of this epoch’. 
The fact that Lenin in this case was speaking of the semi-colony and the informal 
colony such as Argentina and Portugal is mystified. (Jmperialism, pp. 78-9 and pp. 
82-8). If your line of reasoning is correct, then there would appear to be no 
qualitative difference in the dependencies of Britain, Italy, France, Portugal, India, 
and Uganda from say, the U.S.A., since these are all ‘transitional forms of 
dependence’. This reasoning is in line with that of the Trotskyist Rohini Banaji’s, 
who states: 


‘All capital is objectively dependent on other capitals, since no capital could 
exists without other capitals. At the same time a// capital has an objective 
contradiction with other capital — one capitalist always kills many, as Marx 
says’.* 

Here the notion is introduced that all capital is the same. The distinction between 
finance (monopoly) capital and non-monopoly capital is blurred. Similarly, all 
contradiction between the neo-colony and the imperialist Second World is blurred 
since they are all ‘transitional forms of dependence’. This is further confirmed by 
the one-sided grouping of the Second World and Third World as ‘oppressed 
nations’, although you weakly add that the one ‘partakes’ in the exploitation of the 
other. 

This thesis is intended to refute the view advanced ‘by some comrades’ that the 
ruling class in the semi-(neo-) colony is the ‘international! bourgeoisie’. You dispute 
this fact because, in your view, it gives the ‘international bourgeoisie a political 
unity it does not possess’ and this could not be, in the ‘least, because there doesn’t 
exist an international bourgeoisie state’. | 

The confusion on this issue arises because of failure to comprehend the whole 
question of finance capital and the neo-colonial state. Our position in the 
manuscript is clear. The national democratic revolution (which can only lead to 
socialist transformation) was anti-imperialist. It was led by the petty bourgeoisie 
(whom you call the ruling class at a political level) in its first phase. It was 
compromised because imperialism saw the danger in the struggle being ‘exploited’ 
by the international proletariat. It was halted with the neo-colony. In places where 
the struggle persisted, e.g. in Vietnam, it led to a socialist state. The struggle was 


3 “Ed's note: See pp. 301. 
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halted in other areas because the petty-bourgeoisie could not push it any further; 
since their class interest appeared to be met by the limited transition. But this petty. 
bourgeoisie in the colony is a creature of finance capital; it does not arise ‘on the 
morrow of independence’. It accepts the class rule of the financial oligarchy, in this 
historical sense. But this class rule manifests itseif in the state and to the extent that 
the neo-colony increasingly becomes integrated into the international production 
process of finance capital, there can be no doubt that the financial oligarchy, being 
‘the economically dominant class’ on the world scale, exerts its rule (to appropriate 
surplus-values) through the state structure of the neo-colony. It isin this sense that 
we see the financial oligarchy as the ruling class on an international scale. It is 
mechanistic to imagine that this rule need be manifested in an ‘international 
bourgeois state’. This is unnecessary and cannot happen historically since the 
bourgeoisies exist on the basis on nation-state. But since the financial oligarchy can 
only exist i.iternationally it exploits and utilises the nation-state and neo-colonial 
state structures, which conform to the level of the productive forces. These state 
structures are themselves creations of the contradictory development of capitalism. 
This total unity of international (finance) capital does not rule out articular 
contradictions among them. Indeed this is the necessary law of the existence 
(competition) of capital. 

Thus whilst recognising the significance of the state of political independence in 
the neo-colony as furthering the national democratic struggle, we at the same time 
take note of its incompleteness due to the rule of finance capital ona world scale. 
Here we see the neo-colonial state in its two-way, contradictory existence. It 
enables the continuation of the democratic struggle, now under the leadership of 
the proletariat, but at the same time it poses itself as the antithesis of this 
democratic struggle because of the existence of the financial oligarchy within the 
state. Thus the ‘relative independence’ of the petty-bourgeoisie in the neo-colonial 
state machine (which, by the way, is not peculiar to the neo-colony) reflects this 
basic contradiction. On the one hand the petty-bourgeoisie, because of the national 
question, want to demonstrate that they alone represent the ‘national interest’ (of 
the proletariat and peasantry, as well as their own), and on the other they have to 
please their masters — the financial oligarchies under multilateral imperialism — by 
opening up the neo-colony to capital exports, in which they partake, to exploit the 
working class and peasantry. The proletariat then arises as the only agent to bring 
to anend the neo-colonial state and establish a socialist state, putting anend to the 
class rule of the financial oligarchy and their agents. 


_- We have shown that your positions are unscientific and therefore form no basis 
_ for spelling out the strategy for the new democratic revolution. You would have us 


contrive a united front not based on concrete class alliances; this we do notaccept. 
The banalities about the internationalization of capital without contradiction 1s 
your own creation, not ours. The strategy we spell out comes from our analysis of 
imperialism and not outside it, as you allege. In short, you make no contradiction 
to the manuscript. We therefore reject your criticisms as wholly without 
foundation and adding nothing to its substance. 

in view of the fact that we did not accede to your request to restrict the 
distribution of this discussion, and since you feel unable to agree to a wider 
audience, we have decided to reproduce your comments and distribute Pik 

a 


mansucriptand whom you wished excluded. We find that no moral, ideological or 
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~ Jega “obligation exists On Our part to restrict the discussion. On the contrary, 
proletarian interest demands open debate. For this reason we have acted contrary 
to your wish, which can only be described as obscurantist and undemocratic. 


D. Wadada Nabudere 


10th August 1976 
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ECHO* INTERVIEWS NABUDERE 


Q Your critique of Ndugu Shivji’s book Class Struggles in Tanzania gave birth to 
what some members of this intellectual community have come to term as “The 
Great Debate’. Inescapably some of us have failed to grasp the real issues at 
stake between the already apparent two schools of thought. Are the differences 
between you on one hand, and Shivji and the others on the other, concrete 
ideological, and thus class, differences? 


A I think the proper answer here is: read Shivji and read the Critique. You will 
then understand the issues. I think it is important to do this rather than to find 
out whether there are concrete ideological and class differences, for these would 
depend on our understanding of the issues involved. For, if Shivji’s 
understanding of class is racial, then there is no basis for even raising the 
question. I will illustrate. According to Shivji (p. 88), by the mere fact that one 
occupies a senior position at this University, a parastatal organisation, and 
being a Tanzanian, such person ipso facto belongs to a ‘class’ called the 
“bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ in the sub-category ‘economic’, having ‘detached’ 
oneself away from one’s ‘class base’ of the ‘African petty-bourgeoisie’ and 
emerged as a ‘bourgeoisie’ and member of the ‘ruling class’. A Tanzanian Asian 
after Arusha, in the same position (for simplicity of analysis) would, according 
to Shivji (p. 45) fall somewhere between sub-stratum | or 2 of the ‘Asian 
community’, which ipso facto would place him in the ‘class’ of the “commercial 
bourgeoisie’, which includes all Asians whether industrialists, professionals, 
intellectuals, traders or workers. According to Shivji, therefore, these two 
people would belong to two separate ‘classes’ in bitter ‘class struggles’ with each 
other, after the Arusha Declaration. The question is: is this a Marxist-Leninist 
analysis of classes? Our critique clearly points out the Marxist-Leninist 
understanding of classes and the scientific method of analysing them, namely in 
relation to production. What do you say? 


Q Inlight of your answer to the first question, do you still hold the view that these 
differences arise, among other cases, from the fact that your opponents were 
too contended with feeding themselves on neo- Marxist literature then available 
at our bookshop during its formative period? Or if there is a stronger factor 
which has contributed in impairing their analysis on imperialism, class, state 
and race, what, in your view, is this factor? 


A {think this is clear from Shivji’s own footnotes and the way he uses his sources. 
Mamdani, in a similar criticism of Shivji, points out the same weakness 1n 
Shivji’s book, except that unconscious to him, he suffers from the same 
weakness on Uganda. I have pointed this out in the Critique and there 1s no 
point to elaborate further. 


Q There are some of us who complain, behind the doors, that your critique ee 
Shivji's book only manages to tear apart Shivji's analysis without putting acr 28 


*Organ of the former Dar es Salaam University Students Organization (DUSO). 
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the substitute which could be relied on. Could you please enlighten us on this 
issue, or was it not the intention of your Critique to do that? 


We have heard of this complaint on the sidelines but in our view it is as lame as 
the book itself. No wonder the complaint is being made ‘behind the doors’. I did 
not set out to write Class Struggles in Tanzania. | wrote a critique of it. For me 
to succeed in doing this I had to demonstrate that the method used by Shivji was 
wrong, the evidence produced inadequate or unsuitable and that the thesis did 
not hold. I think I succeeded in doing this. Nay, I went further. I pointed the 
way to a proper study of Tanzania, or indeed for that matter of any imperialist- 
dominated country. I pointed to the need to understand the general 
(imperialism) before embarking on the concrete. In our view the critique as it is 
can enlighten those who would like to go further into the issue, and this is all we 
set out to achieve. 


Your attack on Shivji and Karim Hirji is not fundamentally different from 
another you made on Mamdani in your reply to Hirji. Having identified Shivji's 
areas and causes of their weaknesses, what can you say is the principal factor 
which causes damage to Mamdani’s vision in trying to comprehend this all- 
important issue of imperialism, class, state and race? 


I think part of the answer to this question can be gathered from our critique of 
Shivji. Mamdani shares the same weakness with Shivji. He has no concept of 
imperialism and of finance capital, since he sees “Indian capital’ competing 
against ‘British capital’ in Uganda ina period when India itself was a colony of 
Britain. His class categories are also racial. We intend to go a little further into 
this matter in a critique of Mamdani, at an appropriate moment. 


You seem to disapprove of the usage of ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ as a term 
which scientifically applies to an identifiable class stratum. If we understand 
Shivji well, he argues that the term is intended to identify a particular 
characteristic of the petty-bourgeoisie stratum in Tanzania which is at the helm 
of political power; this characteristic is that it is bureaucratic. Thus the usage of 
petty-bourgeoisie, according to him, would seem to be too vague. What do you 
think is so unscientific about this coinage? 


The class category petty-bourgeoisie has never been vague because it is 
understand to refer to a broad stratum of people. Wecan analyse the content of 
this class without creating a ‘ruling class’ out of it! This is what Shivji does. If we 
have to accept Shivji’s analysis, we would also talk of a ‘bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie’ in France. For Shivji a bureaucracy is a ‘ruling class’, for us a 
bureaucracy is a ‘governing class’. In Marxist literature the economically 
dominant class is the ruler. It rules because it controls the basic means of 
production, distribution and exchange. In order to rule, this class relies ona 
state machine. To the extent that finance capital rules internationally, it 
dominates the neo-colonial state machine, which it turns to its purposes 
through the operation of objective economic laws. This contradiction raises the 
national question to the fore. That is why imperialism becomes the principal 
enemy in an economicaily (and hence largely politically) dominated country. 


Some people have argued that from reading your works one is made to 

_ understand that the contradictions in the Third World seem to the oscillating 

__. solely between capital (of the financial oligarchy) and labour (of the tailing raw- 
material producers of the Third World.) Thus, the petty-bourgeoisie as a_ 
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stratum with vested interests and serving a particular purpose, seems | Dales 
overlooked. Can you enlighten us on your view about this? 


A In analysing a major phenomenon like imperialism, we have to single out 
principal categories that represent the major movement. Under imperialism 
where the principal element is export of capital, the categories finance ca ital 
and labour become absolutely basic in analysing the relationships that arise 
because capital is exported for the purpose of extracting surplus-value, This 
surplus-value is created by labour, so you have finance capital (with its 
concentrating and centralising power) facing labour, its antithesis. This labour 
includes a proletariat and a poor peasantry. So you have the financial oligarchy 
and the proletariat (and peasantry) as the main forces opposed to each other — 
representing dead labour and living labour. For this proper understanding of 
imperialism it is important to analyse these basic relations. This is what Marx 
does in Capital. It does not follow that other classes e.g. the petty-bourgeoisie 
or feudalists, do not exist. Their rules are subsidiary and can be analysed within 
the major movement. We have pointed out that Luxemburg took the same 
position by accusing Marx of excluding from his analysis what she called ‘the 
non-capitalist strata’. This was because she did not understand Marx’s scientific 
method of analysis. We have argued this at length in the manuscript and we 
refer the reader to it. The petty-bourgeoisie have no concrete economic interests 
that are counterposed to monopoly economic interests. It is in the course of 
finance capital reproducing itself that the ‘concrete economic interests’ of the 
petty-bourgeoisie arise at all. For what indeed are these ‘concrete interests” 
According to Shivji and Mamdani, the petty-bourgeoisie in the neo-colonies 
are a ‘dependent bourgeoisie’ upon the ‘metropolitan bourgeoisie’. Shivji states 
in his book: “Tanzania’s economy continues to be part of the international 
capitalist system. This is reflected in its internal structures and domestic class 
formations.’ (p. 178 Whence then arises ‘the concrete interest’ of the petty- 
bourgeoisie that is so much magnified? Shivji and Mamdani’s error in 
magnifying these interests has tended to be influenced by the role they attach to 
‘merchant capital’. They, like Kay and other neo-Trotskyists, think this capital 
is a producing capital and ‘mediates’ between ‘industrial capital’ and ‘finance 
capital’. As we have also argued in the manuscript these gentlemen do this 
because they have no concept of finance capital, which according to Kay is a 
‘circulation capital’ and which according to Mamdani and Shivyji is non- 
existent. For Shivji, only industrial capital and commercial capital exist (p. 48). 
_. For Mamdani, ‘metropolitan capital’ is put at par with ‘circulating capital’ as 
_. ‘dominating production’ (see Mamdani’s mimeo). gis Lissa bra 





Q There are writers and thinkers, at this University andin other parts of the Third 
World, who argue that finance capital can in fact develop the productive forces 


in the Third World, even though unintentionally. Do you think this is a 
convincing and thus scientific observation? 


A Those who have argued this point refer to a passage by Lenin in his pamphlet 
where he correctly observes that imperialist exports of capital into backward 
countries introduces capitalist development in those countries. They then one- 
sidedly proceed to demonstrate that imperialism in fact has left a level of 
development even though it has ‘exploited’ the colony. Others argue a 
Lenin’s thesis that imperialism is parasitic is not true for the same reasons an 
go further to argue that in fact a ‘national bourgeoisie’ with its own ‘nationa 
capital’is developing in many former colonial or semi-colonial countries. Those 


151 


who have argued this include Bill Warren and Nicola Sawinson (on Kenya). 
Mamdani and Hirji would seem to subscribe to this view, although not Shivji, 
apparently. 

All these arguments spring from the fact that these people read Lenin literally 
and ahistorically. It is true that imperailist capital exports introduce capitalism 
and develop it in these countries. But what type of development is this? Is it not 
because finance capital exploits as it further concentrates that we talk of our 
countries being enmeshed in a web of exploitative relationship; and is it not for 
the same reason that Lenin, Stalin and Mao speak of ‘national exploitation, 
oppression and domination” Is it not for the same reason that the national 
question is increasingly, ever-sharply so, brought to the fore by this imperialist 
exploitation and domination? Let us not make the error of falling into 
empiricist studies detached from the movement of history. This is what the Bill 
Warrens do. They have not shown us which country has developed into a fully 
fledged capitalist country under colonialism, semi colonialism or neo- 
colonialism . Elsewhere in his writings on the National Question, Lenin 
emphasizes the fact that, because the colonies (and we would add today, the 
neo-colonies) have no capital of their own, they have, under finance capital, in 
order to obtain it, to submit to political domination. In his discussion on this 
question he points out that political struggles, nevertheless, under these 
conditions can broaden the democratic rights of the people and thus help in 
consolidating their struggles against finance capital. These arguments of Lenin 
are described by the Bill Warrens as ‘harmful’! 


Q Inarecent interview over Radio Tanzania, an American expert, inresponse toa 
question, said that it is wrong for the Third World to claim that the West, 
especially the U.S., was buying their raw materials at low prices and thus 
exploiting them. He said that the U.S. produces 48 per cent of all the raw 
materials needed in the world and is one of the greatest raw material exporters, 
so, he argued, the U.S., with so many raw materials could not fix low prices for 
these raw materials as it would be hurting itself in the first place, as well as the 
rest. Since our comrade of Radio Tanzania seemed contented with this 
arguement, can you put this issue straight for the benefit not only of our 
esteemed readers, but also specially for our bewildered comrade of Radio 
Tanzania? 


A First, this so-called expert is an expert of the imperialists, who mystifies 
imperialism and makes it attractive. That is his job. If he were such an ‘impartial 
expert’ he would have known that the prices of raw materials produced in the 
imperialist countries never have the same problems as those produced in the 
Third World neo-colonial countries. Moreover, because of the superprofits the 
monopolies obtain in our countries, the imperialists are able to subsidise 
production of these agricultural products in their countries by means of taxes, 
in order to maintain production at satisfactory levels. Surely he must have- 
heard of the U.S. Farm Programmes and the Common Agricultural Policy in 
the. EEC, 

It does not follow from all this that the U.S. and other imperialist countries 
are therefore not exploiting our peoples, for the real exploitation we are talking 
about is not in the market, but at the point of production, which the monopolies 
carry out through capital exports (packed together with skills, technology, 
etc.), in order to tie down raw material bases, outlets for capital exports and 
markets in our countries for their benefit. : | 

Other ‘experts’ of the imperialists have argued that the level of capital exports 
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to the Third World is very little compared to that between the imperialist 
countries infer se. These arguments ignore the organic composition of such 
capital, and the mechanisms of centralisation locally generated Capital by 
finance capital, through the credit system, the company /corporation form and 
the international division of labour, which avails to the monopolies greater 
amounts of local capital for their production needs, and which results in turning 
such locally accumulated capital into a portion of finance-capital stock of the 
monopolies. Since many of our own academic ‘experts’ do not sometimes grasp 
this fact, it is not surprising that our interviewer would be so lost by such 
obscurantist arguments of the ideologies of imperialism. 


As an accomplished student of imperialism, what strategy do you advocate for 


genuine and real economic development of the underdeveloped Third Worid 
countries? 


I cannot lay down a strategy in these few lines and I don’t believe I am so 
‘accomplished’ on these questions as you see to suggest. I would refer the reader 
to Lenin’s Imperialism, Critical Remarks on the National Question, A 
Caricature of Marxism and Economic Imperialism, to Stalin on Marxism and 
the National Question and Mao Tse-tung on New Democracy. Until 
imperialism is completely smashed in our countries, thus solving the national 
question, removing all exploitation, national oppression and domination, there 
can be no genuine economic development; for all economic transformation is 
class struggle itself. It is a struggle in which the exploited take on the exploiters, 
thus transforming the relations to the productive forces. Only then can those 
forces be developed to the advantage of the exploited working people. No 
economic development programmes or plans can defeat the onverwhelming 
objective economic laws of monopoly capitalism in our countries. This is 
already clear. A /uta must Continua against the monopolies. 


‘Social Imperialism’ is a very recent invention which remains elusive to many, 
and few Marxists really dwell on the merits an demerits of it. In his critique of 
your manuscript, ‘The Political Economy of Imperialism’, Mamdani touched 
on this issue and accused you of not attempting to say a word on it. What 
exactly are your views on ‘social imperialism? 


In my manuscript, ‘The Political Economy of Imperialism’, | set out to defend 
Lenin’s thesis on Imperialism, the Highest State of Capitalism against anti- 
Marxist-Ler nist ideologists, among whom the neo-Trotskyites abound. In 
order to do this I had to trace the development of capitalism in its three phases: 
mercantile, industrial and financial. Furthermore I had to locate Lenin’s 
analysis in Marx’s Capital, particularly in the Law of the Tendency of the Rate 
of Profit to Fall, which had been ‘refuted’ by Baran and Sweezy. | went further 
to argue that Lenin’s analysis enabled us to comprehend contemporary 
multilateral imperialism and neo-colonialism. I did not set out to write a thesis 
On ‘social-imperialism’, and Mamdani has no business to tcll me what | should 
have written about. Any criticism of the manuscript must be concerned with 
what I wrote and not with what I did not write about. Mamdani, or for that 
matter anybody else, is free to write us a thesis on ‘social-imperialism’. There! 
no shortage of pen and paper. The latter part of the question does not therefore 
arise. 


Q Having been in Tanzania for all this time, what do you think disables the 


° ie a Boca ° ; a 
Marxist intelligentsia camp in this country from organizing itself into 
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powerful force capable of forging a concrete alliance with the exploited class in 
a common struggle against the common enemy? 


I am not qualified to advise on how Tanzanians should organise themselves. 
they are better judges of the situation, which they have to analyse in a concrete 
way. Issa Shivji analyses class struggles in Tanzania, and this question should 
be addressed to him although, incidentally, nowhere in his books does he 
indicate what is to be done. . 


The question of tackling the dominance of finance capital is too serious to lack 
ideological clarity. Genuine Marxists in this country would like a word of 
advice from you on this issue for the simple reason that there seems to be some 
difficulties in pinpointing the immediate enemy, that Is, whether it is the 
intermediary petty-bourgeois class that should be tackled first in a concrete 
struggle to dislodge the dominance of finance capital, or whether the target 
should be imperialism first. 


Those who raise the question in this way see imperialism as being external to 
our countries. To us imperialism is the immediate enemy. It is immediate 
precisely because it is the principal enemy. It is principal because it is the 
exploiter, through the objectified power of its finance capital, of the workers 
and peasants in our countries. It also oppresses and dominates our countries. 
The petty-bourgeoisie is a product of imperialist domination. It cannot be 
disjointed from it but at the same time it has a contradiction with imperialism 
because of this oppression and domination. That is why, the national 
democratic revolution encompasses a wide body of the population of our 
countries. By juxtaposing the so-called ‘local ruling classes’ to imperialism as 
the ‘immediate enemy’ which must be ‘fought first’, one is putting forward a 
manifesto for adventurism. A study of Mao’s New Democracy has a lot of 
insights for us on this question. It should be read in this connection. 
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WHOSE CAPITAL AND WHOSE STAT Fo. 


Yash Tandon 


If these gentlemen only knew that Marx thought his best things Wer 
still not good enough for the workers, and that he considered it a crime 
to offer the workers anything but the very best!.. . (Engels to Contaq 
Schmidt, Marx - Engels, Selected Correspondence, 1975 edition. D 
394) i 


For the working class, as Marx said, nothing is good enough but the very best. 
Those self-style Marxists who sulk with the slightest of criticism or take criticism as 
personal attack must reconsider their vocation, for they belong, despite their 
protestations, to the petty-bourgeois class ideologists, the ‘neo-Marxist’ liberals 
The Marxist style is different. Personal attacks have no place in Marxist criticism. 
Criticism has a positive value. Self-criticism is even better. To the proletarian 
theorist, seeking collectively for the science of Marxist practice, struggle and unity 
is the only correct path. There is no other way.! .. . Self-protection, self-pity, self- 
Justification have no room in proletarian practice. 
. These words were necessary because sulking and refusal of self-criticism when 
under attack for wrong ideas, have become the hallmark of many who profess to 
represent the proletarian cause in the present struggle of the oppressed masses of 
East Africa against imperialism. This seems to be the dominant reaction to an 
earlier critique of the works of Shivji and Mahmood Mamdani by Dan W. 
Nabudere. This reaction has become a political fact of some significance in the 
struggle towards identifying a correct political strategy of the exploited and 
oppressed masses in East Africa. In the absence of self-criticism on the part of 
comrades, one must continue to battle against wrong ideas which lead to wrong 
practice. In the critique by Nabudere it was amply demonstrated that Shiyji's and 
Mamdani’s analyses of the East African situation are nothing short ofa ‘manifesto 
to adventurism’. They offer a strategy of struggle that, even before the struggle has 
begun in earnest, points to the direction of disaster. For this reason, no liberalism 
must be tolerated in subjecting their works to criticism. Bourgeois social seie ns 
are always confounded when they see Marxists criticising one another even 
harshly than they do the bourgeois social scientists. But then the latter will neve 
understand criticism. For them criticism is an intellectual pastime. For 
Marxists it is class struggle as intense in theory as in practice.” rel 
Criticism of the three books is deserved for two reasons, one of which !s P 4i0 
circumstantial. The study of society in East Africa, at least as represen ig 
writings f or the consumption of secondary schools and universities, as uggl? 
been a virtual monopoly of bourgeois social scientists. The intensifyin8 s st 
against imperialism in the Third World, the struggle in Vietnam and f evil 
2 ey ae Class Struggles in Tanzania, New Y ork: Men et 
: a ee ys, Under-development in Kenya, London: Heine k: Mosth 


278, Mahmood Mamdani, Politics and Class Formation in Uganda; New Y°™ 
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shough Colin Leys has been more prepared to be self 
the question. That is why they must be criticised all 
where the authors are wrong, it could lead toa perpet 
py those emulating the same methods and the same theory. 

The main reason for subjecting Shivji, Leys and Mamdani to criticism is, of 
course, for what they have said rather than for how they have been received. The 
source of their error is their misunderstanding of the method of dialectical 
materialism, a science of studying and apprehending nature and society whose 
method is dialectical (the law of contradiction), and whose theory is materialist (the 
primacy of matter over mind). Nr I 

The metaphysical method, as opposed to the dialectical, is that which views 
phenomena in their separatedness, in their abstraction from the totality, not as part 
of a connected whole but as something that can be understood if taken by 
themselves. This is characteristically the method of bourgeois social sciences, 
especially that tendency which attempts to be ‘scientistic’ in the manner of 
experimental science by abstracting natural phenomena from their total 
environment in order to observe them more closely under laboratory conditions. 
Historical materialism is the very opposite of this method. Experimental science is 
impossible in the study of social relations.> . 

We have already said that Marxism is a very difficult science, especially for those 
coming to it like this reviewer himself, from the method of bourgeois social sciences, 
for metaphysical thinking creeps into the analysis of even the most wary. Thisis the 
most grievous error of both Shivji and Mamdani. While professing to apply 
dialectical materialism, they have defaulted on its very essence. — 

All major faults of Shivji and Mamdani stem from the fact that they have 
attempted to analyse Tanzania and Uganda, respectively, in abstraction from the 
totality of world imperialism, not as part ofa connected whole but as something 
that can be understood in isolation of the totality. This criticism must come as @— 
siipnise doiiost: readers. especially, of Class Struggles in Ti anzania, for did not 
Shivji conclude his analysis with the statement: me US ae 4 ae 
Continues to be part of the international capitalist system.”° And < nee ee 
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social formations. It is odd, to say the least, that in this day and age there should be 
people professing to be pursuing the proletarian line and recognising imperialism, 
even if only in the form of periodic revelations or as external appendages, who 
cannot see that the principal contradiction in the neo-colonies is between the 
workers and oppressed masses on the one side and the imperialist bourgeoisie who 
exploit and dominate them on the other. 

No, it is not simply a matter of terminology. We are not fighting for words. We 
are struggling to identify the correct proletarian strategy in the era of imperialism. It 
is not simply a matter of substituting the word fundamental for the word principal, 
for there are people who might argue that the contradiction between imperialism 
and the broad masses is a fundamental contradiction, whereas the principal 
contradiction is something that changes every few years, which, as we shall show, is 
a false categorisation of contradictions in our epoch. 

For Mamdaniand Shivyji the principal contradictions do indeed change every few 
years; some stay only fora few months, some get ‘resolved’ only to appear again. Let 
us illustrate with just one example from Mamdani. In the 1962 to 1971 period, we 
are told that, ‘Unlike Kenya and Tanzania, Uganda did not emerge after 
Independence with one ruling petty-bourgeoisie .... Instead, two separate petty- 
bourgeoisies came forth, one Buganda and one non-Buganda .... Confronted bya 
successful organisation of the chiefs, the two petty-bourgeoisie formed a class 
coalition at independence’. 

What, then, were the contradictions in Uganda at independence? There were two 
contradictions: 


. one within the petty bourgeois coalition, and one between the petty 
bourgeoisie as a whole and the Asian commercial bourgeoisie. Of these, the 
principal contradiction — the one that informed politics of the period under 
consideration — was the former. [i.e. tribal contradiction between Buganda 
petty bourgeoisie and non-Buganda petty bourgeoisie. ] The struggles within 
the petty bourgeoisie ... occupied the political stage until their resolution in 
the coup detat of 1971. Only then did the contradiction between the ruling 
petty bourgeoisie and the Indian commercial bourgeoisie assume principal 


significance.® 


This understanding of the contradictions is confirmed when dealing with the 
situation after the coup. | 7 


In the decade between independence and the coup, the contradiction between 
the petty bourgeoisie asa whole and Asiancapital remained secondary, while 
the struggle within the petty bourgeoisie was resolved. . . . Its resolution was 
the coup. Then, after the state power had consolidated its state apparatus, the 
contradiction between the petty:bourgeoisie:and Asian capital (both the 
Asian petty and commercial bourgeoisies). emerged as the principal 
contradiction. Amin brought the same decisive resolution to this 
contradiction. . . these two classes were physically expelled.° 


Since this ‘principal’ contradiction with ‘Asian capital’ did not really emerge until 
‘the state power had consolidated its state apparatus’, and the Asians called to 4 
conference by Amin in January 1972, following which they were expelled 1 
August, this ‘principal’ contradiction had lasted for only eight months - such, 
according to Mamdani, is the duration of some ‘principal’ contradictions In the 
neo-colonies! They remain ‘secondary’ and dormant for a long time, and then 
suddenly come alive just before their ‘resolution’! : 
it On_reading the intervening pages between p. 229 and 304, one finds that the 
‘Principal’ contradiction between the two petty-bourgeoisies, ‘one Buganda and one 
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non-Buganda’ with which we started in 1962 did not, in fact, constitute the 
‘principal’ contradiction throughout the period 1962-1971. As early as 1964, the 
Buganda petty bourgecisie had begun to ‘shed its tribal ideology’ (p. 244), and in 
1965 it had disbanded its separate party, the Kabaka Yekka, and had joined the 
Uganda Peoples’.Congress. By 1966 it was crushed. “The crisis was resolved when 
the central government used its armed might to physcially crush the Buganda state.’ 
(p. 246) 

Actually even before the Buganda ‘state’ was crushed, the ‘principal’ components 
of the ‘principal’ contradiction had already changed around 1965. ‘Once the KY had 
disbanded and its members had joined the ranks of the UPC, the struggle between 
the “centre” and “right” factions — between the representatives of the governing 
bureaucracy at the centre and the petty-bourgeoisie proper (the small property- 
owning traders and kulaks, henceforth referred to as the petty-bourgeoisie)— came to 
the force. !° 

Hence the contradiction was now not between ‘two petty-bourgeoisies’, divided 

along tribal lines, but between the ‘governing bureaucracy’ and the ‘petty 
bourgeoisie proper’. However, for a brief period between 1966-67 and .1969, a 
contradiction had arisen between, the ‘governing bureaucracy’ on one side and 
monopoly capital and the ‘Asian commercial bourgeoisie’ on the other, leading, in 
1969. to ‘the crisis of accumulation’. The crisis was resolved, in the case of 
monopoly capital, on the one had by drawing Shs 38.4 million of Special Drawing 
Rights from the IMF (sic!) and on the other hand by nationalisations (pp 265-6); 
and in the case of the ‘Asian commercial bourgeoisie’, by postponing the 
contradiction with them and instead making an ‘alliance’ (sic) with them (pp 
270-1). The governing bureaucracy had to do this because the petty bourgeoisie 
was seen as-the real enemy, not monopoly capital or the Asian commercial 
bourgeoisie. The latter ‘could never aspire to control the state . . . in contrast, the 
petty bourgeoisie was capable of organising peasant discontent . . . and aspired 
moreover to control the state apparatus in place of the governing bureaucracy. It 
was a clear and present political threat, which the Asian commercial bourgeoisie 
was not. Hence: ey : 


_.. the only way the governing bureaucracy could resolve its political crisis 
was by taking the wind out of the mass discontent organised by the petty 

bourgeoisie. But to do this, the economy and with it prices, had to be 
stabilised, and it was this that dictated the relations of the governing 
bureaucracy to both international capital and the commercial bourgeoisie. 
Nationalisations were not contrary to the interests of either. In fact, there 
was. a dramatic reversal in the attitude of the state to the commercial 
bourgeoisie: the contradiction between the two was resolved through an 
alliance. (emphasis added)" | 


Between 1969:and 1971, the contradiction between the governing bureaucracy 
and the petty bourgeoisie simmered unabated, until Brigadier Amin changed sides 
by joining the Uganda Muslim Community (UMC) rather than the National 
Association for the Advancement of Muslims (NAAM), thus bringing the army on 
the side of the petty bourgeoisie. Mamdani explains the 1971 coup in these terms. 
Imperialism played no part in it, or very minimal part in it: ‘Behind the coup was 
also an external power, Israel, although its involvement was of secondary 
Significance.’ (p. 292). The contradiction between the governing bureaucracy and 
the petty bourgeoisie was finally resolved through murder and expulsion of the 
members. of the governing bureaucracy. | 
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This, according to Mamdani, is the saga of the rise and fall of ‘principal’ 
contradictions in Uganda. Throughout, the contradiction between the oppressed 
people of Uganda and imperialism remains ‘secondary’, remote, external ang 
unimpeachable. Mamdani thus managed to reduce the theory of contradictions to 
a mere sophistry. The characters and conflicts remain the same as inany bourgeois 
analysis of Uganda, complete with their racial and tribal attire, only their labels 
change; that which at least made sense in bourgeois vocabulary, now appears as 
farcical tragi-comic drama. 

In Marxist analysis the principal contradictions are not something that can be 
treated with such casualness. In every complex situation, there is only one principal 
contradiction, and every effort must be made to find out how this contradiction 
feeds itself on and determine the existence and development of other 
contradictions. Sure enough there are contradictions among the oppressed people 
themselves, even antagonistic contradictions, for example, between an oppressed 
national bourgeoisie ina neo-colonyand the workers whom they exploit. But when 
compared with the principal contradiction with imperialism, the contradictions 
between the national bourgeoisie and the workers are secondary contradictions, 
contradictions among the people. They do not supersede the principal 
contradiction with imperialism.!2 

What, then, of Mao’s argument, in his essay ‘On Contradiction’, that the 
principal and secondary contradictions sometimes replace each other, that there is 
nothing immutable about them?!3 That is true. He was here talking not about the 
contradictions among the people superseding the contradiction with imperialism, 
and so becoming principal in their turn. He was talking about how the 
contradictions the oppressed people have with imperialism on the one hand and 
with feudal oppressors on the other can change places under different 
circumstances; one may become principal at one time, and another at another time. 
In neither event do the contradictions among the oppressed people become 
principal contradictions for as long as either of the two principal enemies is still at 
bay. One cannot reduce Mao’s argument to justify Mamdani’s kind of analysis of 
contradictions in Uganda.'4 Having explained the difference between principaland 
secondary contradictions, Mao then underlined the importance of correctly 


identifying the principal contradiction. 


Hence, if in any process there are a number of contradictions, one of them 
must be the principal contradiction playing the leading and decisive role, 
while the rest occupy a secondary and subordinate position. Therefore, in 
studying any complex process in which there are two or more contradictions, 
we must devote every effort to finding its principal contradiction. Once this 
principal contradiction is grasped, all problems can be readily solved. This is 
the method Marx taught us in his study of capitalist.society. Likewise Lenin 
and Stalin taught us this method when they studied imperialism and the 
general crisis of capitalism and when they studied the Soviet economy. There 
are thousands of scholars and men of action who do not understand it, and 
the result is that, lost ina fog, they are unable toget to the heart ofa problem 
and naturally cannot find a way to resolve its contradictions.!° 


The theory of contradictions is the theory by which the proletariat in the present 
epoch identifies its principal enemy, and knows how to handle secondary 
contradictions among the people in such a way as to unite with all the classes 
among the oppressed people against the principal enemy. It does not serve the 
proletarian cause to poke fingers into the eyes of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeo'si¢ 
(about which more later), as Shivji does in the case of Tanzania, or into the eyes ° 
the ‘nascent commercial bourgeoisie’ as Mamdani does in the case of Uganda. 
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because they have decided by their petty bourgeois analysis that these constitute the 
principal enemy of the workers and the oppressed masses. Nothing would please 
imperialism more than having the oppressed people fight amongst themselves as 
they observe from the pedestal. On the correct handling of contradictions among 
the people, Mao, speaking from practical experience, still has the best advice to 
offer: 


The contradiction between the national bourgeoisie and the working class is 
one between the exploiter and the exploited, and is therefore antagonistic in 
nature. But in the concrete conditions of China, this antagonistic class 


contradiction can, if properly handled, be transformed into a non- 
antagonistic one and be resolved by peaceful methods. However, it can 
change into a contradiction between ourselves and the enemy if we do not 
handlsat properly and donot Toliow the policy of uniting with, criticizing 
and educdtine the national DoUaSCINIe, OF If the national bourgeoisie does 
poimceoc ouianalcr ciecma sine: they are different in nature, the 
contradictions between ourselves and the enemy and the contradictions 


added).!¢ 
We submit that in Mamdani’s analysis secondary contradictions among the 
oppressed people are magnified into ‘principal’ contradictions because Uganda is 
treated in isolation of its total world context, and its classes and contradictions 
analysed as if Uganda were abstracted from imperialism and placed ina huge social 
laboratory so that its ‘local’ movements could be observed undera microscope. It is 
no wonder that everything looms so large. ‘Asian’ capital suddenly becomes ‘big’ 
capital, the class that is supposed to have established its control over domestic 
capital accumulation. The ‘governing bureaucracy’, a bunch of bureaucrats of 
petty bourgeois background, suddenly become the ‘ruling class’, a ruling class 
which, however, has no basis in production (!) and therefore utilises its monopoly 
over the state apparatus to acquire control. over the economy. ‘The coup 

represented the failure of the governing bureaucracy to transform itself into a 
bureaucratic petty bourgeoisie’ (p. 294); although later (on the same page and onp. 
302), the author talks as if the bureaucratic petty bourgeoisie had - already 
consolidated itself. = fF? te SME staph ~_ ; 

In all this, imperialism is placed outside the laboratory, as some kind of a 
polluting agent that would complicate the analysis of the social formation called 
‘Uganda’. ‘Lost ina fog’; Mamdani is ‘unable to get at the heart of the problem’, for 
the heart of the problem is that imperialism owned and controlied virtually all the 
capital that existed in Uganda; that the so-called ‘big’, “Asian”, capital was neither 
big nor Asian; that the ‘ruling class’ consisted not of that bunch of ‘governing 
bureaucracy’ which was ‘kicked out’.as easily as mercilessly as the so-called ‘big’ 
Asian ‘capitalists’ a little later, but was comprised of the imperialist bourgeoisie 
itself which ruled U ganda through the agency at one time of direct colonial rule, at 
another time of sections of the Ugandan petty bourgeoisie, and yet another time of 
‘Field Marshall’ Amin. ‘Lost in a fog’, Mamdani is unable to discover that the 
Principal contradiction in Uganda, ever since finance capital stepped into it, has 
always been between the people of Uganda and imperialist bourgeoisie, and that 
this is the principal contradiction which has been behind the movement of 
Uganda’s history all these years. For Mamdani the national question simply does 
not exist. This is as if Lenin never existed, as ifit were nota fact that inthe epoch of 
imperialism, the international bourgeoisie oppresses not only the. workers of 
advanced capitalist countries but also entire nations that are brought i bs we) 
of capital. This is as if the Leninist slogan for the imperialist epoch ~ Workers an 
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oppressed nations of the world, unite!’ — was a meaningless slogan. There are, of 
course, ‘Marxists’ who do repudiate Lenin on this. These are the followers of Rosa 
Luxemburg and Leon Trotsky and there are many of these at the University of Dares 
Salaam. The struggling masses of the oppressed nations have nothing in common 
with them. AP 

Mamdani has been taken as an example only because his 1s a more explicit and 
appears to be a ‘better argued’ and ‘substantiated’ piece of writing than Shivji’s, 
although Shivji commits exactly the same errors. He too analyses the 
contradictions in Tanzania as if they had a movement of their own, independent of 
the principal contradiction between the people of Tanzania and imperialism. With 
him too the national question disappears with independence. The class struggle is 
now carried out purely within the territorial domain of Tanzania, with imperialism 
existing as something remote, external and untouchable. He admits that Tanzania 
is a neo-colony. But the Tanzanian state for him is not a neo-colonial state! It isa 
state of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’, which is a stratum of the petty bourgeoisie 
that is supposed to have consolidated itself into a separate class after the 1967 
Arusha Declaration, and which as a result became the ‘ruling class’ in Tanzania. 
Imperialism is something with which Tanzania has a ‘dependent’ relationships; not 
something internal to Tanzania, integrated within the very class structure, and at 
the level of production itself. Of course he recognises imperialism, but the 
recognition is purely formal. It is not woven within the fabric of his analysis. 

As for Colin Leys’ Underdevelopment in Kenya, it is even more muddled and 
theoretically confused. Shivjiand Mamdani misunderstand the method and theory 
of dialectical and historical materialism; Leys ignores it altogether. there is no sense 
of history or movement that emerges from the pages of Ley’s books. There is not 
even the remotest notion of dialecticsin his analysis. The homage to Marx is purely 
formal. The book is really a product of dependency school nurtured by the neo- 
Marxist followers of Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy, and grown hothouse fashion, 
detached from’ political practice, in some Latin American radical intellectual 
hideouts. All the mistakes of the dependency school are exemplified in Leys’ 
analysis — a) ‘structural’ analysis of the neo-colony without dialectics; ciasses 
without class struggle; eclectic borrowing from Marx and neo-Marxists who set 
out deliberately to repudiate Marx. ‘Underdevelopment theory’, Leys writes, ‘is 
thus partly a correction’and partly an.expansion of Marx’s interpretation of 
history}? | | THING Der cats 

Nevertheless, in his own structural fashion, Leys shows a little more clearly than 
do Shivji or Mamdani how finance capital dominates the economy in Kenya, and 
how the principal contradiction is between the masses of Kenya and imperialism, 
which he describes as “foreign capital’. For him ‘the central [meaning principal, no 
doubt] contradiction of neo-colonialism...[is]...a system of domination of the 
mass of population... by foreign capital, by means other than direct colonial rule’ 
(p. 271) This conclusion emerges in an empiricist fashion, almost accidentally as it 
were, for there is no proper theory of imperialism that informs the conclusion. 
Imperialism is simply ‘foreign capital’ and not that highest stage of capitalism ‘at 
which the dominance of monopolies and finance capita] is established; in which the 
export of capital has acquired pronounced importance; in which division of the 
“world among the international trusts has begun; in which the division of all t : 
territories of the world among the biggest capitalist powers has been completed . 

Since Leys lacks the concept of a world economy, Kenya therefore appears t0 

him as a territorial economy, in its own right, in a ‘dependent’ relationship wit? 
external, or foreign’ capital, much as Uganda and Tanzania appear to Mamdan! 
and Shivji. Hence, despite his conclusion about total domination’ by ‘fore!8” 
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capital, the local characters in Kenya still loom large under his microscope, just as 
they do for Mamdaniand Shivji. Thus the ‘Asian merchant capitalists’ are ‘posed to 
become an indigenous industrial bourgeoisie of the classical type’ (p. 38); ‘the local 
Asian bourgeoisie are made to appear even wealthier than ‘foreign capital’ (p. 120), 
‘owing’ over two-thirds of the ‘non-farm assets’ in Kenya, not bothering to inquire 
whether these assets might have been mortgaged to British banks. and whether in 
the final analysis, these were not owned by finance capita] itself; the African ‘big 
farmers’ are made to appear like really big fellows, with the world at their feet, while 
imperialist finance capital is made to look like the weaker partner waiting for 
‘African leaders’ to ‘allow them to stay in business’. (p. 42) 

But why was it that ‘the local Asian bourgeoisie’ did not mature into an 
‘indigenous industrial bourgeoisie of the classical type? That, Leys explains, was 
because of a more or less explicit conspiracy between the potential African 
‘auxilary’ capitalists and ‘foreign’ capitalists. 


The logic of the pre-independence settlement was that Kenya should attract 
large amount of new private capital from abroad into the non-farm sectors of 
the economy. This was the more important, in that there was also a tacit 
decision not to allow the resident Asian commercial bourgeoisie to exchange 
their commercial dominance for dominance in manufacturing." 


So the ‘big’ Asian capitalists were not so big after all. What, then, of African 
capitalists? These turn out in the chapter on ‘African Capitalism’ (chapter 5) to be 
really small petty bourgeois elements (by no stretch of imagination describable as 
‘captains of industry’) located in trade, transportation and construction, heavily 
indebted to bank or other institutional capital, and dependent for their survival on 
state protection. However, some of these, we are told, because of their political 
position, could become big capitalists, so big that they could now form an ‘alliance’ 
(presuming equal partnership) with ‘foreign capital’. 


The effects of these forces thus seemed likely to be the consolidation ofa firm 
alliance between foreign capital and the new African ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie” 
operating under more and more heavily protected conditions.?° 


Thus what we have is eclecticism at its worst. Colin Leys is not sure which theory 
to support — that which argues that under imperialism no national bourgeoisie can 
emerge of the classical type in the neo-colonies, or that which argues that state 
power does provide a'section of the local petty bourgeoisie to emerge as a national 
bourgeoisie. Hence he invents the concept the ‘auxiliary’ bourgeoisie which 
enters into an ‘alliance’ with ‘foreign capital’, and which ‘allows them to stay in 
business’. With one stroke the whole movement of capital on a world-wide scale, 
the increasing centralisation of capital in the hands of finance capital, and with it 
the progressive elimination of the national bourgeoisie — all this is reduced to a 
purely empiricist observation about the rise of an ‘auxiliary’ bourgeoisie in Kenya 
in ‘alliance’ with ‘foreign capital’. Leys thus keeps his options on both theories. 


WHOSE CAPITAL AND WHOSE STATE? 
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shopkeepers, handicraftsmen ¢tc, The shopkeeper had pulled himself 
together and marched against the barricades in order to restore the traffic 
which leads from the street into the shops.?! 


But as soon as the barricades were clear, and property saved from the workers, 
the petty bourgeoisie found that the property they fought so hard to save was not 
their property after all. It was the property of the big bourgeoisie. 


And when the barricades were thrown down and the workers were crushed 
and the shopkeepers, drunk with victory, rushed back to their shops, they 
found the entrance barred by a saviour of property, an official agent of 


credit, who presented them with threatening notices: Overdue promissory 
note! Overdue house rent! Doomed shop! Doomed shopkeeper! 


And then Marx has this revealing passage on the real owner of the Parisian 
property, which the petty bourgeoisie tried to salvage from the workers. 


Salvation of property! But the house in which they lived was not their 
property; the hoe which they kept was not their property: the commodities 
in which they dealt were not their property. Neither their business, nor the 
plate from which they ate, nor the bed on which they slept belonged to them 
any longer. It was precisely from them that this property had to be saved — for 
the houseowner who let the house, for the banker who discounted the 
promissory note,, for the capitalist who made advances in cash, for the 
manufacturer who entrusted the sale of his commodities to the retailers, for 
the wholesale dealer who had credited the raw materials to these 
handicraftsmen. Restoration of credit! But credit, having regained strength 
proved itself a vigorous and jealous god, for it turned the debtor who could 
not pay out of his four walls, together with wife and child, surrendered his 
sham property to capital, and threw the man into the debtors’ prison.... 


The big bourgeoisie were quite happy to let the petty bourgeoisie fight battles on 
their behalf during the June insurrection, letting them cherish the illusion that what 
they were fighting for was ‘their’ property. | | 


Their nominal proper. had been left unassailed as long as it was of 
consequence to drive them to the battlefield in the name of property. Now 
that the great issue with the proletariat had Ben setdled thettmall-malter of 
the epicier could in turn be settled. In Paris the mass of overdue paper 
amounted to over 21,000,000 francs; in the provinces,,to over 11,000,000. 
The proprietors of more than 7,000 Paris firms had not paid their rent since 
February.?? | 


Marx was talking about an epoch when the ‘big bourgeoisie* consisted of a 
bankocracy and an emerging industrial bourgeoisie still battling against the classes 
passed over from the feudal era, the landed gentry and merchant capital, in order to 
establish their control over the natural market. This was the period of competitive 
capital. Today the big bourgeoisie is of an entirely different order of magnitude and 
strength. The landed gentry and merchant capitalists have already been crushed 
and placed under the hegemony of industrial, then finance, capital. The monopoly 
_bourgeoisies in the developed capitalist countries have not only established their 
total control over their national markets, but a section of the bourgeoisie have 
turned international through export capital. Capital has become internationalised; 
production and marketing have become internationalised; the world economy !S 
integrated such that national boundaries do not make economic sense any longer, 
and this is the eve of the socialist revolution which alone. can transform the 

objective internationality of the working class (growing hand-in-hand with the 
Anternationality of capital) into a political and organisational reality. 
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Whose capital is it that turns the wheels of the world capitalist economy? It is the 
capital of the big bourgeoisie of the present epoch, the ‘international oligarchy’, the 
monopoly corporations which have emerged through the merger of bank capital 
and industrial capital, and which control, directly or indirectly, all production in 
the world capitalist economy. Does it mean that there is no room for small 
production, for small property? Of course not. Small and middle property do 
continue all the time to generate themselves in the interstices of the capitalist world 
economy. But this property is not effectively the property of the small or middle 
bourgeoisie. It is only formally theirs. It plays a useful role in servicing the 
og a If Lenin could say the following in 1916, it is hundred-times more true 
today: 


The enormous dimensions of finance capital concentrated ina few hands and 
creating an extraordinarily dense and widespread network of relationships 
and connections which subordinates not only the small and medium, but also 
the very small capitalists and small masters, on the one hand, and the 
increasingly intense struggle waged against their national state groups of 
financiers for the division of the world and domination over other countries, 
on the other hand, cause the propertied classes to go over entirely to the side 
of imperialism.23 


Earlier, when talking about the ‘Concentration of Production and Monopolies’ he 
makes the same point even more emphatically: 


As we shall see, money capital and the banks make this superiority ofa 
handful of the largest enterprises still more overwhelming, in the most literal 
sense of the word, i.e., millions of small, medium and even some big 
‘proprietors’ are in fact in complete subjection to some hundreds of 
millionaire financiers.” 


And later still: 


Here we no longer have competition between small and large, between 
technically developed and backward enterprises. We see here the 
monopolists throttling those who do not submit to them, to their yoke, to 


their dictation.?° 


The bitter truth to the petty bourgeoisie, the truth that the property they call 
‘theirs’ is only formally theirs and, in effect, belongs to the big bourgeoisie, was 
brought home to the Parisian petty bourgeoisie after the days of the June 
insurrection. This bitter truth was. brought home to ‘Field Marshall’ Amin in 
Uganda after he had expelled the. Asians in 1972. Mamdani reports: str 


In October 1972, when Asian businesses started closing down en masse, the 
main streets of Kampala were lined with signs saying: ‘Property of Barclays 
Bank D.C.O.’ or ‘Property BAG andar Bo pases cannestions usualy 
j j ‘nt in the text of a contract or an agreemen were no} 
cree eh pa The fact was that the Indian commercial bourgeoisie 
was till a dependent class. Functionally, it lubricated the Sxpormapor 
economy; financially, it was heavily reliant on and subordinate to Britis 


banking capital.” 
Of course, tragically for Mamdani’s 
day, for having earlier built up 
bourgeoisie’, he now finds that whath 


after all!. | “Bt 
n East Africa when the East 
This bitter ome to the petty bourgeoisie in Eas 

African Appi iid iy February /977. For some thirty years, East Africans 


analysis, he too realised this quite late in. the 
the ‘Asian commercial bourgeoisie’ as ‘big 
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have been proudly advertising their ‘national’ airline, but when the airline 
collapsed, British capital moved in, sealed the V.C. 10s and proclaimed these as 
their property. The Airways was in debt to finance capital for almost everything it 
‘possessed’, Within days, Kenya floated a new airline called Kenya Airways, about 
which the only thing Kenyan was the airspace, if even that! — for we were told within 
days of Kenya Airways’ formation, the British Midland Airways had wet-leased 
two aircrafts to Kenya and provided the management of the Kenya Airways, their 
sole ‘property’. In an effort to recover the buses and mini-buses which had taken 
European and American tourists from Kenya into Tanzania, and which were now 
stranded in Tanzania on account of the latter’s closure of the joint border, the 
Kenyan nyangaus made a claim on these vehicles. Immediately, the British High 
Commission in Dar es Salaam stepped in: ‘Don’t touch these vehicles! These are 
British Property! 27 

Such is the nature of the property ‘owned’ by the so-called ‘big’ capitalists in the 
neo-colonies. Lenin had warned us long ago, in his writings on the national 
question: 


In a commodity-producing society, no independent development, or 
development of any sort whatsoever, is possible without capital. In Europe 
the dependent nations have both their own capital and easy access to it ona 
wide range of terms. The colonies have no capital of their own, or none to 
speak of, and under finance capital no colony can obtain any except on terms 
of political submission.?8 | 


And do not forget that political submission in thiscase represents submission at 
the economic level! Those, suchas Bill Warren, who argue that under imperialism, 
the neo-colonies are fast creating their own ‘national’ bourgeoisies, would want to 
reverse the process of history, much as Proudhon wanted to in his time. They are 
not only utopian; they are also reactionary, for the process of history cannot roll 
backwards. Instead of further concentration and centralisation of capital on a 
global scale, they ‘see’,deconcentration and decentralisation of capital, so that 
imperialism, through creating so many ‘national’ capitals against itself, is ‘self- 
liquidating’. It is difficult for any but the most naive species of petty bourgeois 
apologists of imperialism to sink to such depths of ignorance of the movement of 
history. Even the full-blooded bourgeois apologists of imperialism can see the 
increasing concentration and centralisation of capital in the hands of monopolies 
ona global scale; only they see this as a healthy development for all humanity. The 
proletarian line is to recognise this movement of capital, and also to recognize its 
dialectical opposite, the anti-imperialist struggle of the workers of the world and the 
masses of the oppressed nations. <y 
The struggle at the global level is thus a struggle against the international 
bourgeoisie, This universal contradiction particularises -itself.in every country 
subject to the rule of capital. And capital rules, at the politcal level, by means of 
every conceivable form of government of which one can think, In one country }t 
may use a democratic republic (‘the best possible political shell for capitalism’ said 
Lenin); in another a monarchy; in yet another an out-and-out fascist dictatorship, 
etc. Capital is not particularly choosy about the form of government, thoughas far 
as possible it would prefer a democratic republic because it best disguises some 9 
the more naked aspects of capitalist exploitation. And once capital has secured It 
power over a state, it does not lose it, no matter how persons, institutions or parue® 
change, Lenin tells us. The denouement of the rule of capital comes only when the 
proletariat has captured state power and smashed the bourgeois state. 
af The neo-colonial state is still the state of the international bourgeoisie. The form 
ti tasy vt 
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of government has obviously changed from that of a colonial state. Then it was a 
government directly run from one of the metropolitan centres of imperialist power; 
and this was done either on behalf of just one imperialist bourgeoisie (as in Uganda, 
for example), or on behalf of the whole international bourgeoisie (as in the ‘free 
state’ of the Congo — now Zaire - and in the so-called ‘Portuguese’ territories). Now, 
ina neo-colonial state, it may be a government run by representatives of the local 
bourgeoisie or petty bourgeoisie, or a government of a one-man dictator, but it is 
still run on behalf of the international bourgeoisie. No amount of sophistry can 
alter this basic fact about neo-colonies. Engels had made this clear long ago: 


As the state arose from the need to hold class antagonism in check, but as it 
arose, at the same time, in the midst of conflict of these classes, it is, asa rule, 
the state of the most powerful economically dominant class, which through, 
the medium of the state, becomes also the politically dominant class, and thus 
acquires new means of holding down and exploiting the oppressed class.?° 
(emphasis added) 





Lately a certain amount of petty bourgeois chauvinism about the state has crept 
into the writings of neo-Marxist scholars in the neo-colonies. They talk of the neo- 
colonies as ‘their’ states, the states of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ (Shivji) or of the 
‘nascent commercial bourgeoisie’ or personalised rule of one man (Mamdani) or of 
the ‘auxiliary bourgeoisie’ (Leys). This tendency is not unlike that which Lenin 
attacked on the eve of the October Revolution, a tendency that.embraced the 
official socialist parties in Europe; 


This trend — socialism in words and chauvinism in deeds... . — is distinguished 
by the base, servile adaptation of the ‘leaders of socialism’ to the interest not 
only of ‘their’ national bourgeoisie, but precisely of ‘their’ state — for the 
majority of the so-called Great Powers have long been exploiting and 
enslaving a whole number of small and weak nationalities. And the 
imperialist war is precisely a war for a division and redivision of this kind of 
booty. The struggle for emancipation of the toiling masses from the influence 
of the bourgeoisie in general, and of the imperialist bourgeoisie in particular, 
is impossibfe without a struggle against opportunist prejudices concerning 
the ‘state’. 3° . | 


Once you abstract the neo-colonial state from imperialism and make it the 
‘property’ of whoever is running the governments, you run down precipitously from 
Marxism to prediction and opportunism. All gates are now open to revisionism and 
reformism, Now that the state in the neo-colony is under the control of the ‘local 
ruling class’, what better instrument than the state for this ‘ruling class’ to acquire 
‘its’ own capital, whether in the form of ‘state capital’ (as, according to Shivji, in 
Tanzania), or in the form,of ‘private capital’ (as, according Leys, in Kenya), by 
simply nationalising ‘foreign’ capital? Listen, for comparison, to the reformist 
Optimism of the revisionist non-capitalist readers about the role of the state in 


6 . . 
developing’ countries: 


Relying on the state sector, these countries have great, potential for 
establishing control over or nationalising foreign capital. Stmultaneously, 
they restrict private capitalist activity and direct it into channels 
corresponding to national interests. When necessary, the state employs 


, 2, tional and foreign capital participate but the 
mixed companies in which na he management functions of such 
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Shivji saves himself from the reformist logic of his own argument about the 
Tanzanian state as being the state of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ in virtue of the 
fact that at one level he electically does recognize the domination of imperialism 
over Tanzanian economy. But how can one class be dominant at one level, the 
economic level, and yet another class be dominant at another level, the politica] 
level? From Engels we learnt that ‘as a general rule’ the ‘economically dominant 
class’ also establishes itself ‘through the medium of the state’ as ‘the politically 
dominant class’. Engels does admit, of course, exceptions to this general rule. Buta 
careful reading of Engels (both in Origin of the State, Family and Private Property 
and the Housing Question) would show one that such exceptions arise when 
‘warring classes balance each other so nearly that the state power, as ostensible 
mediator, acquires, for the moment a certain degree of independence of both,*? and 
secondly that, in any event, such a Bonapartist state continues to entrench the 
power of the class that is economically the more dominant. Neither Shivji nor 
Mamdani (to whom the argument equally applies) show which ‘warring classes’ had 
so nearly balanced each other in Tanzania or Uganda to warrant this exception 
from the general rule. Even if they were to show this, there would still be no 
justification for describing the classes whose political representatives run the 
apparatus of the state as the ‘ruling classes’ of the two states, for then they would 
have to show how these ‘ruling classes’ were using the state to acquire hegemony 
over all other contending classes, including, most importantly, over the imperialist 
bourgeoisie. Since so much is often made out of this argument based on the 
‘Bonapartist state’, it is worth going a little further into this question. 

Marx, in his The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, shows how a 
Bonapartist state actually arose in France in 1851. He describes the events leading 
to it in three periods. The first period, from 24 February to 4 May 1848, was the 
period of the provisional government. Although the bourgeoisie got the lion’s share 
of power, nonetheless all classes, including social-democratic workers, were 
represented in the Parliament, and the workers got unexpected support from the 
petty bourgeoisie and the peasantry. The second period, from 4 May 1848 to 28 
May 1849, was the period when the bourgeoisie achieved a crushing victory over the 
proletariat through isolating the proletariat, and uniting with all other classes to 
form the ‘Party of Order’. Whereas formerly the bourgeoisie ruled in the name of | 
the king as a bourgeois monarchy, now they ruled in the name of the people, asa 
bourgeois republic. The third period, from 28 May 1849 to 2 December, 1851, was 
the period of the Constitutional Republic and the Legislature National Assembly. 
The government, or the executive, ‘was in the hands of the Party of Order, with 
Louis Napoleon Bonaparte acting as the President of the Republic, elected by the 
popular vote on 10 December 1848. But in the Parliament, the Party of Order, 
divided among its three factions (landed bourgeoisie, finance bourgeoisie and 
industrial bourgeoisie), found real opposition from the petty bourgeois Montagne. 
The petty bourgeoisie, having crushed the workers in the days of the June 1848 
insurrection, and having found itself being crushed in turn by the big bourgeoisie, 
was now coming closer to the workers in forming a joint alliance against the Party 
of Order. The Party of Order was now increasingly realising that parliamentary 
democracy was a danger to its social power, and must be done away with. 


. .. the bourgeoisie confesses that its own interests dictate that it should be 
_ delivered from the danger of its own rule; that in order to restore trang”! IY 
_in the country, its bourgeois parliament must, first of all, be given its quiet” 

that in order to preserve its social power intact, its political power must © 

broken . . . that in order to save its purse, it must forfeit the crown - °° 
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From then on the Party of Order began to aid and abet every violation of the 
Constitution by the Executive, thus negating the power of the pdisiarient The coup 
detat by Louis Napoleon, on 2 December 1851, was a logical outcome of this. As a 
Bohemian and ‘Chief of the lumpenproletariat’, Louis Napoleon Bonaparte raised 
himself on the strength of a private army consisting of, 10,000 rascally fellows’, a 
drunken soldiery fed on ‘liquor and sausages’. Who, then, was the ‘ruling class’ in 
the Bonapartist state? This ‘class’ of lumpenproletariat whose ‘chief? Napoleon was? 


Or the ‘poor peasantry’ who put him in power way back in December 1848 as a 
Constitutional President? Or the big bourgeoisie? Marx answers: 


As the executive authority which had made itself an independent power, 
Bonaparte feels it to be his mission to safeguard ‘bourgeois order’. But the 
strength of this bourgeois order lies in the middle class. He looks on himself, 
therefore, as the representative of the middle class and issues decrees in this 
sense. Nevertheless, he is somebody solely due to the fact that he has broken 
the political power of this middle class and daily breaks it anew. 
Consequently, he looks on himself as the adversary of the political and 
literary power of the middle class. But by protecting its material power. he 
Gt rates sipel tical power anew AS against the bounpecisias Bonaparté 
ooks on himself, at the same time, as the representative of the peasants and 
of the people in general, who wants to make the lower classes of the people 
happy within the framework of bourgeois society .. . But, above all, 
Bonaparte looks on himself as the chief of the Societyof December 10, as the 
representative of the lumpenproletariat to which he himself, his entourage, 


his government and his army belong, and whose prime consideration is to 
benefit itself and draw California lottery prizes from the state treasury. And 
he vindicates his positionas chief of the Society of December 10 with decrees, 
without decrees, and despite decrees.34 (emphasis added) 


This, then, is the essence of the Bonapartist state. It came into existence through 

the decision of the bourgeoisie to strengthen the hands of the Executive, and to 
create an independent power of the state seemingly above classes, because 
parliamentary democracy had threatened to create social disorder. The ‘grotesque 
mediocrity’ who exercised final executive power, Louis Napoleon, had 
considerable sympathy for the peasants and the poor people, but his ‘prime 
consideration’ was simply to draw state funds for the consumption of himself and 
his entourage in the government and in the army, all of whom belonged to the 
lumpenproletariat. As for his relations with the bourgeoisie, he broke its political 
power daily, but ‘by protecting its material power’, he daily generated its ‘political 
Power anew”, 
- Thus even if Mamdani and Shivji were able to show that the model of the 
Bonapartist state applied to the situations in U ganda and Tanzania, asan exception 
to the general rule about the economically dominant class being at the sa me time the 
Politically dominant class, they would be hard put to justify describing the classes 
Whose political representatives run the state apparatuses In the two countries as 
their ‘ruling classes’. The ruling class continues to remain that class, the 
international bourgeoisie, whose ‘material power’ is daily protected, and whose 
Political power’ is thus daily generated, by the governments which run the state 
4pparatus in the neo-colonies. 

And yet, above all, it would be inco 


NO-colonies to make them exceptions to th ue, 
States, however tempting the analogy might be. Shivji and Mamdani do not 
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Tanzania and Uganda. Colin Leys, on the other hand, applies the analogy quite 
explicitly, although he adds the qualification that ‘the parallel with Kenya js not 
exact’. (p. 208) 

The neo-colonial state, we would argue, is a unique case. It is not a Bonapartist 
state. What has given rise to the neo-colontial state is the historically Specific 
development of the contradiction between imperialism and the oppressed nations. 
It is a product, in other words, of the national question. The rise of nationalism in 
the colonies expressed itself in the demand for national self-determination, This 
demand, for the most part, has been articulated by the oppressed bourgeoisie and 
petty bourgeoisie who could carry with them the entire masses in their struggle 
against imperialism. Imperialism thus found it neccessary to make concessions, but 
the concessions amounted to no more than creating ‘independent’ governments in 
these countries run by the representatives of the local bourgeoisie and petty 
bourgeoisie. Nothing else changed. The masses of workers and peasants continue to 
be exploited and oppressed by imperialism just as before. Hence, the struggle 
against imperialism continues, only it is increasingly intensified. 

This, in essence, is the character of the neo-colonial state. To describe it as a 
‘Bonapartist state’ is to apply a false historical analogy, and to miss the specific 
features of the present epoch. The neo-colonial state remains the state of the 
international bourgeoisie, though, like all states, it enjoys a degreé of relative 
autonomy from the direct control of the ruling classes, especially when the 
imperialist bourgeoisie is not a homogeneous united class, but one in which there is 
intense competition between rival monopoly bourgeoisies. This relative autonomy, 
plus the fact that even the most reactionary petty bourgeois regimes in the neo- 
colonies have to pay at least lip-service to the anti-imperialist demands of the 
exploited and oppressed masses explains why, at times, these states appear to take 
actions independently of the imperialist bourgeoisie. But twist and turn as they 
might, their actions only serve to protect the material power of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie, and with it, its political power. Not until a New Democratic 
Revolution is carried out against imperialism based on a common front of all the 
exploited and oppressed classes in the neo-colonies and led by a proletarian 
leadership and a proletarian ideology will the power of capital be broken, and with 
it the present class character of the neo-colonial state. 


CONCLUSION 


In this review we have concentrated on issues of theory rather than of detail 
because it is our contention that the theory that underlies the analyses of the three 
authors reviewed here is faulty, and therefore necessarily leads to faulty analysis: 
also because more detailed criticism of Shivji and Mamdani has already been 
carried out by D.W. Nabudere, with whose criticism I generally agree. We have also 
quoted extensively from Marxist texts because the authors adduce the authority of 
Marx to advance their false theories. | 

The key questions which have divided and which continue to divide Marxists 10 
their analyses of ‘Third World’ countries are questions relating to the character of 
the state and the nature of the capital that arise in these countries. Whose state and 
whose capital? It is on the answers to these questions, based ona correct theory 
arrived at by the application of the method of dialectical materialism, that depe? 
not only our understanding of these countries, but also the strategic implication 
for proletarian struggle. The importance of a correct theory cannot be 
underestimated. Facts interpreted empiricistically cannot yield a correct theory. 
Furthermore, theory is important and relevant only when it leads to corre 
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ractice. It 1s pee that none of the three authors reviewed have bothered to 
draw out the political implications for proletarian practice from their theoretical 
analysis. , 

When the questions of theory (wh ose state and whose capital) are exposed to the 
light of scientific inquiry of Marxism-Leninism and their practical implications 
fully drawn out, it becomes clear that the issues at stake here are not trivial. To 
maintain, as Shivji, Mamdani and Leys do, that the capital that exploits the 
workers and peasants in Tanzania, Uganda and Kenya is the capital of a local class 
which 1s only in a ‘dependent’ relationship with imperialist capital, is to take a 
theoretical position that is diametrically opposite to the position that that capital 
belongs to the imperialist bourgeoisie, and the local classes which employ that 
capital, while unquestionably appropriating a part of the surplus value, are 
objectively only servicing agents of imperialist capital. There are, no doubt, 
contradictions between the local classes and the imperialist bourgeoisie, but the 
character of these contradictions can be understood only if the ownership of capital 
is clearly determined. And on this there are two lines. The struggle therefore is 
between these two lines. No amount of sophistry that eclectically and idealistically 
attempts to combine the two lines, by maintaining on the one hand that the capita! 
belongs to the local bourgeois classes and on the other hand that imperialist capital 
still continues to ‘dominate’ the local bourgeoisie, can invalidate the objective 
reality that that capital is the capital of the monopoly bourgeoisies. These 
bourgeoisies are in fierce competition with one another in the context of a 
continuous movement of capital toward its further concentration and centralisation, 
and to think that they would allow the rise of ‘national’ capitals in the neo-colonies 
is to misunderstand the very essence of the historical movement of capital, to 
misunderstand Marx himself. 

As with capital, so with the state. To argue that these neo-colonial states are 
states of the local ‘dependent’ bourgeoisies is to compound the error at the 
superstructural level, having laid its roots at the economic level. The very concept of 
a separate ‘ruling class’ for every state in the world is a backward, reactionary 
concept. It is as if capitalism were nota world system, as if the world were divided 
into fragmented capitals, some large, some small, each in an interdependent 
relationship with the others. The reality of imperialism is thus bodily thrown 
outside the window. There is nothing scientific about this kind of analysis. 

The strategy of proletarian struggle that follows this kind of analysis is a strategy 
foredoomed to failure. Though, as we said earlier, none of the three authors, like 
pure academicians, bother to draw out the strategic implications of their analyses, 
these are not far to seek. The anti-imperialist aspects in their analysis are given a 
purely formalistic treatment, and hence imperialism. is for them only a formal 
enemy, remote and untouchable. The real enemy for them is the local bourgeoisie. 
It is against it that they would have the workers and peasants to take up’ their 
Cudgels. This is so, also, because for them the state is the state of the local 
bourgeoisie, and insofar as the workers and peasants must battle against the Wea 
is, as far as they are concerned, the local bourgeolsics against nese Bo be : 
hehting, Only when imperialism cc UNAS aU physically, one 0 
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poss 


ible. They must not be poking fingers into the eyes of the local bourgeoisie as 


the ‘main enemy’ driving them into the arms of imperialism itself. Many of these 
local bourgeoisie might well be reactionary and unredeemable, but a good number 
will come to the side of the exploited and oppressed masses, once the latter begin to 
show unity and strength. In trying to advocate a strategy of struggle which unites 
the local bourgeoisie and drive them into the ranks of imperialism, the neo- 
Trotskyites are issuing a clear ‘manifesto to adventurism.’ 
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NOTES 


Or as Mao put it: ‘This democratic method of resolving contradictions among the people 


was epitomized in 1942 in the formula “unity, criticism, unity”. To elaborate, it means 
starting for the desire for unity, resolving contradictions through criticism or struggle and 
arriving at a new unity on a new basis’. ‘On the Correct Handling of Contradictions 
Among the People’,Four Essays on Philosophy, Foreign Languages Press, Peking, 1968, 
p. 87. 


. In his essay ‘Combat Liberalism’, Mao writes: 


We stand for active ideological struggle because it is the weapon for ensuring unity 
within the Party and the revolutionary organizations in the interest of our fight. Every 
communist and revolutionary should take up this weapon. 

But liberalism rejects ideological struggle and stands for unprincipled peace, thus 
giving rise to a decadent, philistine attitude and bringing about political degeneration 
in certain units and individuals in the Party and revolutionary organisations. Selected 
Works, Vol. I, p. 31. 


Mao then goes on to list eleven principal manifestations of liberalism, of which the first 
two are: 


To let things slide for the sake of peace and friendship when a person has clearly gone 
wrong, and refrain from principled argument because he is an old acquaintance... Or to 
touch on the matter lightly instead of thoroughly, so as to keep on good terms... 

To indulge in irresponsible criticism in private instead of actively putting forward 
one’s suggestions to the organization. To say nothing to people to their faces but to 
gossip behind their backs, or to say nothing at a meeting but to gossip afterwards... 


. The title for. “pioneering” Marxist analysis of Uganda must really be claimed by R. 


Mukherjee for his Uganda: The Problem of Acculturation, Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 
1956, a book much neglected for having appeared before the thirst for Marxist writing had 
fully developed. = BID". 
See, for example, Colin Leys, ‘The “Overdeveloped” Post-Colonial State: A Re- 
evaluation’, Review of African Political Economy, No.5 (Jan.-Apr. 1976). 


. Fora further elaboration of this see Engels, Anti- Duhring, ‘Part 1: Philosophy’, and Mao 


Tse-tung, ‘On Contradiction’, Selected Works, Vol. |. 

I, Shivji, Class Struggles in Tanzania, Dar es Salaam and London: Tanzania Publishing 
House and Heinneman, 1975, p. 178. 

Mamdani, Politics and Class Formation in Uganda, p. 307. 


Ibid., p. 229. 
Ibid., pp. 303-4, 


10. Ibid., p. 245. 


rr 


Ibid., p. 271. 3 | 


12. Mao Tse-tung in analysing his own country, said the following: 


" In our country, the contradiction between the working class and the national 
: f: urgeoisie belongs to the category of contradictions among the people. By and ae 
1 het struggle between the two is a class struggle within the ranks of the peoP™ 


La 


because the Chinese national bourgeoisie has a dual character. In the period of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution, it had a revolutionary aswellasa conciliatory side to 
its character. In the period of the socialist revolution, exploitation of the working class 
for profit constitutes one side of the character of the national bourgeoisie, while its 


support of the Constitution and its willingness to accept specialist transformation 
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THE STATE IN THE DOMINATED SOCIAL 
FORMATIONS OF AFRICA: 
SOME THEORETICAL ISSUES 


Isaa G. Shivji 


ine eNATURE OF THE STATE 


According to Marxist theory, the state is an instrument — an organ — of one class 
against another. It was born together with antagonistic classes in society. The state 
is an organ which expresses dominant class power in its most concentrated form. 
Although Marx and Engels used the term ‘instrument’ in describing the state, it is 
clear from their various writings that they did not have an ‘instrumentalist’ or 
mechanistic view of it. They saw the state as an organ, rather than simply a weapon 
of the oppressing class: it is its political power. And political power, as the. 
Communist Manifesto put it, ‘is merely the organized power of one class for 
oppressing another’.! 

Thus, it is a fundamental principle of Marxist theory that the state is a class 
category and that state or political power always has a class character. For Lenin, 
therefore, the basic problem of every revolution was that of state power. And 
Marx’s most important theoretical generalization, after the experience of the Paris 
Commune, was that the working class could not simply lay hold of the ready-made 
state machinery and wield it for its own purposes;? that the bureaucratic-military 
machine, i.e. the state, could not simply be transferred from one hand to another 
but that it had to be smashed and ‘this is the preliminary condition for every real 
people’s revolution on the Contnent’? 

It is this very principle which lies at the base of the controversy on the nature of 
states in independent African countries. But before we deal with the different views 
on this, let us quickly recall two important recent events, both of which once again 
brought to the fore the theoretical question of the class character of the state. 

One of the most significant points of difference between the Chinese Communist 
Party (CPC) and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), in their 
ideological split of the early 1960s, was the problem of characterization of the state 
in the Soveit Union. The 1961 Programme of the CPSU, adopted by the Twenty- 
second Party Congress, proclaimed: 


Having brought about the complete and final victory of socialism — the first 
phase of. communism - and the transition of society to the full-scale 
construction of communism, the dictatorship of the proletariat has f ulfilled 
its historic mission and has ceased to be indispensable in the USSR from the 
point of view of the tasks of internal development. The state, which arose as 
State of the dictatorship of the proletariat, has in the new, contemporary 
stage, become a state of the entire people, an organ expressing the interests 
and will of the people as a whole.4 
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And further: 


The Party holds th: So aa Bi 

Wee ry before ert ey eerorship of the working class will cease to be 
ire people will "5 Away. The state as an organization of the 

entire people wi survive until the complete victory of communism. 
dies ae declaration ofa State without class character since it was a ‘state of the 

entire people and nota dictatorship of a particular class. The CPC, in its polemic 

vigorously auened that the thesis of the ‘state of the entire people’ was 

fundamentally against the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism. It said: | 


In the view of Marxist-Leninists, there is no such thing as a non-class or 
supra-class state. So long as the state remains a state, it must bear a class 
character; so long as the state exists, it cannot bea state of the ‘whole people’. 
As soon as society becomes classless. there will no longer be a state.° 


While between the CPC and CPSU this was essentially an ideological question, 
for the Indonesia Communist Party (PKI) the definition of the class character of 
the state had immediate practical implications. In attempting to define the 
character of the Indonesian state during Sukarno’s time, the leadership of the PK] 
put forward, what has subsequently come to be called, the ‘theory of two aspects in 
state power’. 

This thesis argued that state power was characterized by two aspects: the anti- 
people aspect consisting of compradore, bureaucrat-capitalist and landlord classes 
on the one hand, and the pro-people aspect composed mainly of the national 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat.’ D.N. Aidit, the then leader of the PKI, succinctly 
summarized the ‘two-aspect theory’ thus: 


The economic structure (basis) of the present Indonesian society is still 
colonial and semi-feudal. However, at the same time there is the struggle of 
the people against this economic system, the struggle for a national and 
democratic economy. . . 

The realities of the basis are also reflected in the superstructure, including 
in the state power, and especially in the cabinet. In the state power are 
reflected both the forces that are against the colonial and feudal economic 
system, and the forces that defend imperialism, the vestiges of feudalism, 
bureaucrat-capitalism and the compradores. . ._ 

The state power of the Republic of Indonesia, viewed as a contradicuon, is 
a contradiction between two mutually opposing aspects. The first aspect is 
the aspect which represents the interests of the people (manifested by the 
progressive stand and policies of President Sukarno that are supported by 
the PKI and other groups of the people). The second aspect is the aspect that 
represents the enemies of the people (manifested by the stand and policies of 
the Right-wing forces or the diehards). The people aspect has become the 
main aspect and takes the leading role in the state power of the Republic of 


Indonesia.® 


theory had very little to do with the teachings of 
f the class character of state power. However, it 


Justified and rationalized the participation of the then leadership of Die ip the 
State. It lent support to their reliance on and loyalty to the ideology of Sukarno, 


Who was supposed to represent the ‘pro-people’ aspect i Be Sane ue he sade 
Owever, when the class battle came to @ head, the state sno 
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aspect theory as in ‘opportunist or revisionist deviation’ because it denied the 

Marxist-Leninist teaching that ‘the state is an organ of the rule of a definite clag, 

which cannot be reconciled with its antipode (the class opposite to it)’.!0 4, ie 

unthinkable that the Republic of Indonesia can be jointly ruled by the people ang 
the enemies of the people.”'! 

If we have cited the Sino-Soviet debate and the PKI’s theory at some length, it is 
because both of these have found echoes in the current debates in East Africa on the 
class character of the state. 

The counterpart in Africa of the Soviet theory of the ‘state of the entire people’ is 
the theory of the ‘non-capitalists state’. This tries to come to grips with those 
regimes which have adopted some form or other of socialism as their ideology. The 
states in these countries are defined as socialist-oriented: their class character js 
neither bourgeois nor proletarian. In other words, state power here has no definite 
class character but is said to be leaning towards socialism.!* This type of state is a 
transitional type: not bourgeois (also not tendentially, though capitalist elements 
exist), not yet socialist.” The adherents of this theory see a special role for states, 
that of social transformation. ‘These are countries where state power is used as an 
instrument of a social transformation, starting from predominantly pre-feudal and 
pre-capitalist, sometimes feudal or semi-feudal relations and aiming at socialist 
formation: without passing through a capitalist formation’.!3 In one swoop, this 
thesis dismisses two fundamental propositions of the Marxist theory of the state: 

‘that state power is a concentrated expression of the rule of the oppressor 
class and that the transition from class to classless society (i.e. socialism) will 
inevitably pass through the dictatorship of the proletariat which is nothing but the 
proletariat organized as the ruling class’.'4 Lenin considered this second 
proposition so fundamental to Marxist theory, that, he said, it constituted ‘the 
most profound distinction between the Marxist and the ordinary petty (as wellas 
big) bourgeois’.!5 

There is a second school of ‘independent’ scholars which has also attempted to 
theorize on the nature of the state in Africa, particularly in those countries where 
the regimes have proclaimed some form of socialism. The two leading proponents 
are Roger Murray!® and John Saul.!’ Their main focus has been Ghana under 
Nkrumah and the United Republic of Tanzania under Nyerere, respectively. 

Succinctly, the main thesis of these writers may be summarized as follows. Their 
point of departure is that the social formations under discussion are essentially 
characterized by ‘unformed’ classes. This is especially true of that class—the petty 
bourgeoisie or Murray’s ‘political class’-which accedes to state power after 
independence. This, too, is an unformed class and therefore the class character of 
the post-colonial state is not only ‘undetermined’ but even opens up the possibility of 
sections of this class using state power to institute socialism. 

“The essence of the matter is that the post-colonial state (the ‘political kingdom’) 
has simultaneously to be perceived as the actual instrument of a continuing anti- 
imperialist and socialist revolutionary.”!8 Thus, these authors see a section of the petty 

bourgeoisie who are already in state power as ‘committing suicide’ and pursuing the 
historical alternative’ of socialism. Whether they will do so or not is a ‘political 
(to use Saul’s phrase), i.e. an unknown in the equation. 

It can be readily seen that this thesis comes very close to the two-aspect theor 
Aidit. All along the line it is an outright denial of the fundamental propositions © 
Bare s theory. By introducing the concept of ‘political class’ and such notions 
Plasticity’ of a class, it clearly departs from the Marxist understanding of a class# 
. eee ccnned in relation to its role in the social process of prog ey e 
ae se ane Pe Possibility of a petty-bourgeoisie opting for a socialist alternalv’ 
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completely negates the thesis of the hegemony of the proletariat. By propounding 


class character of the « 
that the 1€ State is ‘undetermined’ - : 
ossibility of state power Carryi ahi ee Pe ee ee 
, It denies the class 


state to the concrete reality in Afri sit is j the Marxist theory of the 


from the fundamental propositions of that theory: unle 


argue that such propositions have been invalidated | 
alternative theory of the State. Since they have done neither, their theses can only be 
evaluated in relation to Marxist theory as a whole. 

Finally, there is another scho 


ot ol of ‘Marxist’ theoreticians for whom the question 
of concretely determining the c 


lass character of state power does not arise at all.!9 
We shall deal with their theses in greater detail in the next section. Suffice it to 
mention here that, for these scholars, state power in all the neo-colonies is in the 
hands of a global financial oligarchy, and local classes have no share init. Members 
of local classes may man the state apparatus, but they have nothing to do with state 
power. They are only ‘servicing agents’ of the financial oligarchy. A few of these 
servicing agents may be reactionary and faithful agents of imperialism but a large 
number of them are ‘innocent’ and on the side of the people. the task of the 
revolution is to isolate these few elements and support the many against 
imperialism. thus the problem of both state power and revolution is solved these 
‘Marxists’ by their overall analysis of global imperialism. 


STATE AND RULING CLASS 


The problem of which class or classes hold state power in the social formations 
dominated by imperialism has been at the centre of intense discussions in East 
Africa. As will be readily seen, this question is closely tied up with the change from 
colonial to neo-colonial state. 

With differences of emphasis and formulations, it appears that most writers are 
agreed that, under colonialism, the ruling class was the metropolitan bourgeoisie. 
In other words the colonial state was part of the imperialist state. The question then 
arises: What change, if any, did independence bring? According to D.W. Nabudere 
and his associates, who have been most concerned with the issue, independence 
involved virtually no change in the class character of state power. They argue that 
the ruling class in all the neo-colonial states, as well as the imperialist state, is the 
financial oligarchy. With the rise of imperialism this financial oligarchy 
concentrated all capital in its hands at the global level; thus they control and 
dominate the economies of all the neo-colonies. Since the financial oligarchy is the 
economically dominant class, it also rules politically and is therefore the ruling 

Class: the owners of capital are also the owners of the state. 

Let us quote Nabudere at some length to get the flavour of his argument: 
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financial oligarchy which dispossesses other 
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and distribution. This to us must be the sta rting 


i the process of production 
utah ; ar country.?° 


point in analysing classes in a particul 
Nabudere’s starting-point 1s actually also his conclusion for he argues in the same 
article that ‘in its old age a monopolist stratum within it dispossesses the other ang 
increasingly turns it into a petty-bourgeoisie, and turns some of the petty. 
bourgeoisie into members of the proletariat while creating and reproducing a petty. 
bourgeoisie, proletariat and a commodity-producing peasantry ona world Scale.,21 
In this thesis we have a picture of global class formation which makes it almost 
unnecessary to attempt a class analysis of a concrete social formation. Since with 
the rise of imperialism, the financial oligarchy has ‘dispossessed’, ‘routed’, negated’ 
and ‘destroyed’ all bourgeoisie, the only classes we can expect to find in the 
dominated formations are the petty bourgeoisie, the proletariat an the commodity- 
producing peasantry. And as with economics so with politics for, as Nabudere puts it 
rhetorically: ‘Can there be any doubt that the economically dominant class ih the 
neo-colony is the financial oligarchy of the imperialist countries and that politics 
must reflect the base?”22 

Yash Tandon closely follows the footsteps of Nabudere. In his essay, significantly 
entitled “Whose Capital and Whose State?’, Tandon argues in the same vein except 
that, unlike Nabudere, he admits the existence of a local bourgeoisie. But he asserts 
that this local bourgeoisie has no capital of its own. All capital is owned by the 
imperialist bourgeoisie while the local classes only ‘employ that capital’.23 They are 
therefore nothing but the ‘servicing agents’ (Tandon’s phrase) of imperialist capital. 
Whereas, for Nabudere, the only change at independence was that the personnel of 
the state apparatus was now recruited from the local petty bourgeoisie, for Tandon 
independence meant a change in the government, not the state. 

Let us ignore the various inconsistencies and contradictions in these 
formulations and concentrate on the central theses. Those acquainted with the 
Marxist debates of the early part of this century would at once recognize the 
similarity between these theses and those advanced at different times by Kautsky 
and Kievsky. Both these theoreticians were answered by Lenin. Since Nabudere 
and his associates forcefully claim to derive their theses faithfully from Lenin, it is 
appropriate to recall very briefly Lenin’s position in these early debates. 

Kautsky speculated on the possibility of all national finance capitals uniting to 
form an internationaly united finance capital which would jointly exploit the 
world.*4 Nabudere’s thesis of a world financial oligarchy comes very close to 
Kautsky’s internationally united finance capital. Kautsky used his theory to justify 
presenting imperialism as peaceful. Lenin derided this view as opportunist, for 


It evades and obscures the very profound and fundamental contradictions of 
imperialism: the contradictions between monopoly and free competition 
which exists side by side with it, between the gigantic ‘operations’ (and 
gigantic profits) of finance capital and ‘honest’ trade in the free market, the 
contradiction between cartels and trusts, on the one hand, and non-cartelized 
industry, on the other, etc.25 


Lenin argued that the various alliances between imperialist countries were simply 
temporary truces in periods between wars, and that monopoly capitalism did not 4 
away with competition but rather intensified it among the rival finance capitals. It's 
this which is the source of imperialist wars. Thus Lenin could have never conceive 
of finance capital so united internationally that it could provide the basis of a worl 
ruling class. 

Kievsky, on the other hand, argued against the demand for national self- 

‘determination to be included in the party programme of the Bolsheviks 0? the 
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rounds mua, in the ‘era of finance capital’ national self-determination was 
«ynachieva ble . Not only that, but such a demand would beneactiogar because the 
national state fetters the development of productive forces.26 tenes reaued this 
argument as a caricature of Marxism and an example of “mperialist economism’ 
The demand {Oe national self-determination, Lenin argued Wwassesoutioliy 2 
demand for political independence, for a right of the oppressed anon soestablish 
a separate state. This did not mean that political independence would necessarily 
mean economic independence, for finance capital was capable of subordinating the 
economies of most sovereign, politically independent, countries. Nevertheless, the 
creation of separate, sovereign and politically independent states was possible and 
achievable. The right of the colonies and oppressed nations to secede and create 
independent states was a fundamental democratic right and should be supported by 
the proletariat. 
In this polemic, Lenin’s position on the question of the meaning of political 
independence is clear and may be summarized as follows: 


Political independence or national self-determination means the establishment of a 
separate national state. 


That under imperialism the establishment of such separate national state is possible 
and achievable. 

That political independence does not mean that finance capital is unable to 
continue dominating independent countries.?’ 


The question is: what could Lenin have meant by a ‘separate national state’ if not 
a state where power is in the hands ofa local or classes? Or, could he, like Nabudere, 
have meant simply a state whose personnel is drawn from local classes? To ask these 
questions is really to answer them. 

It is now clear that Nabudere’s thesis has nothing incommon with Lenin’s theory 
on this important question of state and ruling class. Nor do writers like Saul provide 
us with an alternative, coherent theory in opposition to the theory of Marx and 
Lenin. 

Finally, we must briefly discuss the thesis of another scholar, who has also 
written mainly on the United Republic of Tanzania. Freyhold has tried to escape 
Nabudere’s conclusions derived from a formalistic application of ‘economically 
dominant/ politically ruling class’ by creating a new term, ‘governing class’: 


One distinction which ought to be made is that between the ruling class and 
the governing class (Poulantzas). It isa normal feature of capitalism that the 
economically ruling class does not govern the state directly but leaves this to 
hierarchies of state functionaries and politicians who are conditioned and 
compelled in a number of ways to act according to the general interests of the 
ruling class. Unless the governing class actually determines the process of 
economic reproduction in the country it cannot be called a ruling class 


j 2 
however large its formal powers may be.”8 


The governing class for Freyhold 1s made up of the top personnel (‘i.e. the 
Ministers, principal secretaries and directors of the administrative apparatus, the 
general managers of the larger parastatals, the heads of the appotnicg pany 
bureaucracy at the different levels, the heads of the area appar ve ie 
i top employees o e 
State apparatus. They are the functionaries Of . a 
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or Nabudere, there appears to bea single world ruling Class 
which she calls ‘metropolitan bourgeoisie’ (Nabudere’s ‘financial oligarchy’), 
Whereas Kautsky logically extended the tendency towards economic concentration 
into the fact of a single world monopoly (internationally eee pence capital’), g 
la Kievsky, to create a ‘fact’ of a concentrated, single ruling class! All the arguments 
Lenin advanced against Kautsky and Kievsky, therefore, apply with even greater 
force to these writers. To uphold their thesis of a single ruling class at a global level, 
which exercises state power in all the imperialist and neo-colonial countries, 
Nabudere and Freyhold would have to show, first and foremost, that there eXists 
such a single class at a world level. Since classes are ‘large groups of people differing 
from each other by the place they occupy in the historically determined system of 
social production’ (Lenin),3! they would at least have to show the existence of a 
single system of social production at a world level. Certainly, neither Nabudere, 
much less Freyhold, would argue that there exists a single system of social 
production (a single social formation) at the global level. 

The concept of ‘governing class’, too, presents many problems. First, it is not 
clear who constitutes the top personnel in the state apparatus asa class. they would 
constitute a class if it were shown that they occupy of a definite place in the system 
of social production, etc., which is not Freyhold’s argument. Rather, she 
concentrates on the fact that are top functionaries of the state. Being employed by 
the state, however, does not make a social group into a class: if it did, then all the 
functionaries, from minister to messenger in the state apparatus, would be part of 
Freyhold’s governing class. 

Lastly, there is an irreconcilable contradiction between Freyhold’s theoretical 
conception of the governing class and her description and analysis of the ‘governing 
class’in the United Republic of Tanzania. In theory the governing class is supposed 
to have only formal power, while in practice the Tanzanian ‘governing class’, 
according to Freyhold, has exerted power and performed all those functions 
(through the state) that one would attribute to a ruling class. 

According to Freyhold, the ‘governing class’ in the United Republic of Tanzania 
since independence has consolidated the state, established its supremacy and 
mobilized ‘supportive’ classes, in the process reconstructing the state in its own 
interests and in line with the interests of foreign investors. They have expanded the 
economic apparatuses of the state by nationalization and other measures, thus 
creating a public sector. There were two main reasons, Freyhold says, for the 
governing class to opt for state-capitalism. 


For Freyhold, as f 


The option for a collective appropriation was dictated to the ruling class by its 
weakness vis-a-vis other social classes and the lack of resources for the state 
apparatus. Allowing its own members and African petty bourgeois outside 
the public sector to scramble individually for places in a newly opened up 
sector for African capitalism would have eroded the unity and discipline 
within the governing class and would have left it without the strength and the 
resources necessary to stabilise its position. 


While consolidating its economic base through the economic apparatuses of the 
State, ‘the Soverning class also transformed the old independence movement into 4 
| special ideological apparatus of the state capable of submerging any independent 
sieeo cee ie peasants and workers and capable of providing an additiona 
Sauces 3 governing class’. And finally the expansion of the repressive 
Gea Bone on apace by the expansion of the army, the national service 2” 


| ial 1 more, the “governing class’ has also developed its own ideology to justi!y 
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this expansion, its extended power and to build up the support of intermediate 
classes. 


Seen over a longer period the socialism 
invention of Freyhold’s, which means t 
evibesbelect a set of strategies which expanded their power vis-a-vis the 
su & asses, gave them the means to build up an intermediate class 


which supports them and put them into a position that made them a viable 
partner to the metropolitan bourgeoisie. 


of the nizers [another terminological 
he same thing as her ‘governing class’] 


It is thus that the ‘governing class’ has built up the ‘post-colonial state’ which 
‘enjoys more power and stability than it ever had before’. Of course, there are 
dangers to this stability which arise from the various ‘contradictions internal to the 
Tanzanian type of state-capitalism which express themselves in the difficulty for the 
state to accumulate the capital which the governing class needs both in order to 
cooperate with the metropolitan bourgeoisie and order to maintain and expand its 
supporting class. 32 

This interesting analysis of the Tanzania state probably comes quite close to 
reality but hardly justifies Freyhold’s theoretical proposition that her ‘governing 
class’ has only ‘formal power’ and that it is different from a ruling class. We would 
suggest that Freyhold’s own analysis shows that there is no conceptual difference 
between her ‘governing class’ and the concept of ruling class. In her concrete 
analysis she is describing the same phenomenon by a different term, which 
‘terminological’ distinction is in any case hardly justified except to allow for 
opportunistic interpretations. 


CONCLUSION 


Here, we will attempt to gather together the main threads of the foregoing 
critique in the form of some broad theoretical propositions. 

It must be emphasized that the concrete class character of any particular state is 
to be defined by a concrete analysis of the particular social formation under 
discussion. While general theoretical propositions are a guide, they cannot be a 
substitute for a concrete analysis. However, the issues raised above are of a 
sufficient general character to allow for theoretical treatment. 

As we have seen, the main issues revolve around the nature and class character of 
the neo-colonial state. But this cannot be dealt with separately from the questions of 
the colonial state and political independence. 

Although the term ‘colonial state’ has gained wide currency, it is clear that it does 
not constitute a separate category. With the colonization of a particular country, 
the imperialist power involved extends certain apparatuses of the imperialist state 
to its colony. The term ‘colonial state’ is a kind of short-hand todescribe these local 
apparatuses of the imperialist state. The state power rests in the hands of the ruling 
Class of the imperialist country. This does not, of course, preclude certainautonomy 
in decision-making on the part of those who run the local apparatuses. The point, 
however, is that the ruling class is that of the colonizing country, which makes the 
$0-called ‘colonial state’ nothing but part of the imperialist state. 

Many observers have noted the exaggerated prominence of the bureaucratic and 
Military, as opposed to political (parliamentary institutions, etc.,) apparatuses In 
the ‘colonial state’. This, we suggest, is one manifestation of the thoroughly anti- 
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Political independence is an important step in the general struggle for national] 
liberation. It is one of the democratic demands of the oppressed nation. It means the 
creation ofa separate national state, but does not automatically bring the end of the 
economic domination of finance capital. It does mean, however, that State Power js 
no longer directly controlled by the ruling class of the former colonizing power. 

In a neo-colonial state, state power rests in the hands of a local Class or classes 
which constitute the ruling class. This class or classes have their own Class interests 
arising from the place they occupy in social production, which in the longer rup 
coincide with the interests of imperialism as a whole. 

In a neo-colonial situation, the inter-imperialist rivalries come to have a ful] 
weight because the various factions and classes in the local state power forge 
alliances with different imperialist powers in line with their own interests. Both the 
internal class contradictions and the inter-imperialist rivalries are reflected in the 
constant political turbulence and reorganization of the ruling blocs in these 

countries. Thus, power in the neo-colonial state is imbued with the crisis of 
hegemony, popularly interpreted as political instability. 

The various neo-colonial ruling classes exhibit different degrees of independence 
from particular imperialist powers, in line with the conjuncture of class alliances 
and struggle at particular times. 

Those who argue that political independence does not bring any change in the 
class character of state power are hard put to analyse the politics of neo- 
colonialism. They have to explain the local politics as a direct, crude reflection of 
inter-imperialist rivalries despite having first posited a monolithic, global financial 
oligarchy. On the other hand, their interpretation of local political struggle and 
alignments is reduced to islated conspiracies and intrigues since they deny the role 
of local classes in state power. 

The force of the Marxist theory lies in its being able to explain concrete political 
movements, and thus become a guide to action. There must be something 
fundamentally wrong with the ‘Marxist’ theory of those who can repeat all the 
truisms but resort to subjectivist explanations of concrete political changes. 
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ECHO INTERVIEWS SHIVJI* 


_.. The African peasant is not an independent producer — a typical 
petty commodity producer... (he) is in fact dominated and exploited 
by the capitalist mode of production... He ts therefore objectively the 
mainstay not of a bourgeois revolution, but of an anti-imperialist 
national democratic revolution, provided he is mobilised under the 
leadership of the working class... 

Issa Shivji 


ECHO: Ndugu, why did you ‘baptise’ your work ‘Silent Class Struggle ? 
SHIVJI: Unlike the whimsical baptization of children by priests, the title ofa book, 
insofar as it reflects the contents at all, I suppose, reflects the ideological position of 
the author. In the case of the Silent Class Struggle (SCS), I think, it reflected both 
my own stage of ideological development at the time as well as the concrete 
situation in Tanzania. The article, as you know, was written sometime in the first 
half of 1970, i.e., just about three years after the Arusha Declaration. The Arusha 
Declaration temporarily disrrupted the ideological coherence of the petty 
bourgeoisie itself. 

Hence, the situation appeared fluid, ‘in flux’, to use the phrase of the Silent Class 
Struggle. Insofar as the SCS took the ideological appearance as reality, it could not 
really discern the class struggle accurately. Thus you find that the SCS is in fact the 
analysis of economic structures rather than that of class struggle. It is only in the last 
section that the article just begins to talk about the class struggle. By the same 
token, the SCS failed to analyse the form of the struggle thus ending up just 
deciphering the superficial aspect — the sound of the struggle and found it to be 
silent! 

Secondly, it required a concrete event — a practice, so to speak — like the workers’ 
post-Mwongozo struggles for the new ideological positions within the petty 
bourgeoisie to coalesce, to precipitate. It was this crystallisaton of the positions 
which cleared the ideological fog and brought forth the class struggle. In my Class 
Struggle in Tanzania, | have attempted to analyse the actual course and forms of the 
class struggle: I don’t think the sound is important any more! 

ECHO: What motivated you to embark on such work? Was it out of ideological 
drive or a mere analysis of the Tanzania situation? 

SHIVJI: No, it definitely wasn’t merely to analyse the situation. Mere analysis is the 
profession of the academies: even professionally I wasn’t academic then. 

If the motive was an ‘ideological drive’ (to your phrase), it could not have 
dropped from heaven! It reflected some definite material situation. In the 
Introduction to the SCS itself the motive was put thus: “. . . without a clear class 
analysis, it is impossible to chart out a correct strategy and formulate appropriate 
tactics. More important still it is impossible to make correct alliances. How ca" W° 


talk about 4 ‘Tanzania Revolution’ without even knowing the friends and the 
enemies of such a revolution?” 
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ECHO: in your analysis, the workers — industrial 

or oth 
Bieasaniry (90% Bi bouring pans 1 otnerwise, tend to overshadow 
you seem to s:rengthen Lenin’s theory 
lack revolutionary commitment. 


On the COUR Fanon puts his faith in the peasantry as a formidable force for 
Africa s revolution. Will you please enlighten us as regards your stand between 
Lenin and Fanon? 

SHIVJI: The question of which class is an agency of the revolution requires a 
concrete analysis of a concrete situation. This is precisely what is lacking in most 
positions taken on this issue. Those who have attempted some analysis have 
completely confused the concept of ‘revolutionary class’. For instance, there are 
those who have argued that in fact the working class in Africa is an ally of the 
multinational corporations because it is paid highly by them and get much more 
than an average peasant. In fact, according to these people, they form part of the 
labour aristocracy’. This is sheer confusion. These people confuse the analysis of 
economic structures (the policies of: the MNCs; wages; nature of employmentetc.,) 
with that of class relations. Class relations are not based on employment situation 
but on the role a social group plays ina “historically determined system of social 
production,” to use Lenin’s words. It is precisely the failure to analyse the 
historically determined system of social production which results in labelling the 
whole working class as a ‘labour aristocracy’. I have dealt in greater detail with this 
question in my Class Struggles in Tanzania. There I have tried to show that the 
working class objectively forms a revolutionary class but that it is incapable of 
carrying out a successful revolution without a thorough alliance with the peasantry. 

On the other hand, there are those who simply dismiss the peasantry as if this 
peasantry was the nineteenth century European peasant who could only become the 
mainstay of the bourgeois revolutions. In fact, these people go so faras to argue that 
given the small working class and large peasantry it 1s impossible to have socialist 
revolution in the ‘third world’. We should therefore wait until the European 
countries have made their revolution whose generosity would then help us to make 
ours! This is the Euro-centric view, fashionable among some ‘leftist’ circles. 

The African peasant is not an independent producer —a typical petty commodity 
producer. He is a petty commodity producer only in the formal sense, though the 
importance of this formal sense, should not be minimised. saa African peasants - 
fact dominated and exploited by the capitalist mode of production, as an integra 
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success are possible only under the guidance of the ae EaeOL ORY. | 

Quite undertandably. Fanon 1s completely confuse on these SSUES. Unlike 
Lenin he had neither a grasp of the scientific theory nor experience in working class 
struggle. His was essentially a very radical petty bourgeois populist position. For 
Fanon the analysis of the colonial situation 1s essentially at the level of individua] 
psychology or at the level of masses ~ never at the level of class relations. No wonder 
therefore his social analysis is not at all grounded in political economy. He has no 
conception of the system of social production. 3 . ! 

This is in fact the dilemma ofall petty bourgeois populist positions. This position 
is essentially an ideological reflection of the material situation of an independent 
petty commodity producer. The greatest injustice for a petty commodity producer 
is unequal exchange, and therefore his greatest demand can only be equivalent 
exchange. This leads the most radical petty bourgeois to a kind of trade union 
consciousness, i.e., a demand for higher prices for his commodities. 

For a proletarian, on the other hand, equivalent exchange only hides the 
appropriation of his labour. And this comes about not because commodities don’t 
exchange at their value (unequal exchange) but because of the very system of 
commodity production. The worker requires the science of political economy to 
unravel the mystery of how, in spite of equivalent exchange, his labour 1S 
appropriated. Political Economy (Marxist) therefore becomes the kernel of the 
proletarian ideology. And because the peasant also in our case is dominated by 
capitalism his exploitation too comes very close to that of a proletarian — thus the 
petty bourgeois ideology to unravel the exploitation of the peasant as well. Thus it 
ends up being nothing but rhetoric. 

I said the concrete experience of Fanon too was essentially petty bourgeois in 
nature. The Algerian struggle was a typical mass, popular struggle under the 
leadership of the petty bourgeoisie. Had Fanon lived to see the Algeria of today, he 
would have probably revised his theories or else declared “The Wretched of the 
Earth Betrayed”! But then the betrayal itself would have to come to grips with the 
scientific theory and proletarian practice. 

All this is not to minimise Fanon’s revolutionary commitment and his excellent 
exposé of certain aspects of the colonial and neo-colonial situations. 

ECHO: J think leadership is as indispensable as the revolutionary theory itself in 
any revolutionary struggle. What can you tellus about Tanzania’s leadership in this 
light? 

SHIVJI: It is important to be clear what do we mean by leadership in the first place, 
for leadership can be analysed at several interconnected levels. First, there is class 
leadership. In any struggle where several classes are allied (i.e., mass struggle) it is 
important to know which class is providing the leadership. This class itself cannot 
provide leadership unless it is organised under a political party. So the class itself is 
guided and led by its political party. Thirdly, within the party there are individual 
leaders heading different organs. 

In the case of working class parties, for instance, the revolurionary commitment 
and thorough grasp of the revolutionary theory by these individual leaders are very 
important and can even be crucial in certain situations. But in the final analysis, it is 
the Party which constitutes the seat of the revolutionary ideology and the custodian 
be of the successful revolution, How far it is successful in carrying out these f unctions 

x ould of course depend on, among other things, the actual historical situation and 
ee struggles; and secondly on how far the Party is immersed in the work!ne 
lar and the exploited masses generally. 
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ECHO: Who do you think are the reliable people - carriers of Tanzania’s 
revolutionary struggle, against oppression, exploitation and ignorance in present 
Tanzania? 

SHIVJI: The oppressed and the exploited themselves! They are the carriers of the 
revolution. For individual revolutionaries can be eliminated but you cannot 
eliminate revolutionary classes without eliminating oppression and exploitation. 
This is what the bourgeois and the petty bourgeois theories of ‘trouble-shooters’, 
‘ring-leaders’, ‘foreign elements’, etc., as being responsible for resistance cannot 
grasp. That is why it is so important to analyse who are oppressed and the exploited 
at a particular time and therefore the carriers of the revolution. Here the 
importance of class analysis. 

ECHO: Recently Ndugu Awiti conducted a research in Iringa Region, Ismani area 
on several Ujamaa villages-more or less, ona similar approach as your ‘Silent Class 
Struggle’. Do you see any correlation between your work and his work? 
SHIVJI: Awiti’s analysis is very important because it attempts to analyse the 
peasantry concretely. We tend to generalise too much about the peasantry. It is 
important to have concrete analyses of different areas and regions of our country if 
we are to understand the peasantry as a force in the revolution. 

ECHO: What can be done to make sure that the people you address—workers and 
the peasants in particular, get your invaluable contribution so as to be on the 
forefront in the revolutionary construction of their destinies? 

SHIVJI: If our contribution is to be important it has to be in the Janguage (both 
literally an ideologically speaking), whicKtthe people understand. That is the very 
important task of serious progressives. 

ECHO: Thank you very much Ndugu Shivji. Echo wishes you all the best. 
Meanwhile the struggle continues... 
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WHO IS TO LEAD THE POPULAR ANTI. 
IMPERIALIST REVOLUTION IN AFRICA? 


(In Refutation of Issa G. Shivji’s Petty-Bourgeois Neo- 
Marxist Line) 


Omwony-Ojwok 


It is true that the small working class in Africa cannot be considered to 
be the same as the European proletariat or ipso facto revolutionary. 
(my emphasis) ay =r oe 


Issa G. Shivji 


Thus a large developed proletariat is not an essential condition for 
struggle against capitalism and the building of socialism. There exists 


in the African situation other strata — for example, lower sectors of the 
petty-bourgeoisie — with revolutionary potential (my emphasis) and 
these can be mobilised in alliance with the peasantry and the working 


class under the proletarian ideology. 





Issa G. Shivji 


INTRODUCTION 


When in 1844 Karl Marx, then living in Paris, decided finally to break with 
Arnold Ruge, who was about to abandon the revolutionary struggle, Frederick 
Engels from Barmen (Germany) wrote to Marx, ‘It is impossible to convince Jung 
and a multitude of others that a difference of principle exists between us and Ruge; 
they remain of the opinion that it is merely a personal squabble.”! (my emphasis). 

In September 1937, at the heat of intense revolutionary struggle in China, Mao 
Tse-tung launched a bitter attack on liberalism. He warned that liberalism, by 
rejecting ideological struggle and sticking to unprincipled peace, endangers the 
movement by ‘giving rise to a decadent, philistine attitude and bringing about 


political degeneration in certain units and individuals in the Party and the 


“revolutionary organizations’.2 
Mao’s attack on liberalism and Marx’s treatment of Ruge clearly demonstrate 
that both rejected a ‘let-it-be’ attitude towards erroneous views. 
In East Africa within the last decade, an erroneous petty-bourgeois neo-Marxist 
line has developed, pretending to ‘analyse’ our society and to show the road to a 
correct revolutionary practice’, ij 
Take the case of Issa G. Shivji and his analysis of Tanzania. In 1970, Shiv! 
published an article in Cheche under the title The Silent Class Struggle.} A few years 


after that he wrote an unpublished piece, Class Struggle Continues. Then 10 1976 
appeared Class Struggles in Tanzania.‘ 
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When in his /mperialism, State, Class and Race, D.W. Nabudere showed 
concretely that Shivji is not a Marxist-Leninist but a neo-Marxist and a neo- 
Trotskyist, a number of people, including Karim Hirji and what he considers to be 
‘progressive circles’ in Tanzania were shocked that Shivji’s erroneous line had been 
uncovered and openly exposed. Since then, subsequent rejoinders have not only 
clarified some of those who had been genuinely confused by Shivji’s neo-Marxism: 
they have also left the defenders of Shivji in the cold. That is why they have had to 
rush indoors to grumble there. Nevertheless Shivji’s writings continue to circulate 
freely. And since he has not openly repudiated any of his falsifications of Marxism 
and the proletarian position, we reserve the right to attack these errors with a view 
to annihilating them politically from the ranks of the anti-imperialist movement, in 
Tanzania and East Africa. 

We intend to show in this contribution that on the question of the leadership of 
the present stage of the revolution, Shivji greatly caricatures the ideology of the 
proletariat; that he puts into question the revolutionary role of the proletariat; that 
in this way he opens the door for other classes to pretend to lead the popular anti- 
imperialist struggle; that this is partly a result of failure to correctly analyse the 
present epoch, and therefore, to identify the principle enemy of the oppressed 
people of Africa; that this can only lead to an incorrect assessment of the friends of 
the proletariat and hence toa fundamental error on the nature of the alliance which 
must be forged in the struggle; that Shivji has not correctly grasped the essence of 
either the Guinean anti-colonial struggle or of the Chinese revolution. In the final 
analysis, our aim is to show that Shivji’s relegation of the leading role of the 
proletariat to that of the ‘leadership of the proletarian ideology’ is counter- 
revolutionary; and that the leadership of any class other than the proletariat would 
be the doom of the struggle. 


IMPERIALISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION 
WITH REGARD TO TANZANIA 


The heart of Shivji’s theoretical problem lies, really, in the fact that although he 
makes reference to it occasionally, he does not have a scientific conception of 
imperialism; and because of this, Lenin’s and Stalin’s as well as Mao’s analyses of 
the national question completely escape him. 

Tanzania as a country is a product of imperialism, arising during the colonial 
phase and remoulded and cemented during the neo-colonial phase. But what does 
this mean? It means that Tanzania was created when capitalism in Europe had 
already passed the stage of free competition, when monopolies had arisen, when 
industrial and bank capital had merged to form a new type of capital — finance 
capital. It arose, therefore, as part of the final division of the world by competing 
imperialist powers. These features of the period that led to the constitution of 
Tanzania mean that from the very beginning, the tendency developed towards the 
negation of any emergent national capital, since increasingly neither the constant 
part of the capital nor, quite often, a great part of variable capital could ever be 
acquired from within Tanzania. The financial oligarchy — that tiny section of what 
Shivji and other neo-Marxists call the ‘metropolitan bourgeoisie’, and who live by 
clipping coupons from the stock exchange — was already the economically 
dominant and politically ruling section of the bourgeoisie. The colonization of East 

rica at the end of last century and the constitution of Tanganyika and Zanzibar 
were part of the struggle by the financial oligarchy against the tendency of the rate 

| of profit to fall. It formed part of their struggle for sources of raw materials, for 
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cheap labour, for a wider market and as a backyard for the export of capita]. All 
these facts are clear from Lenin’s theses on imperialism, but neo-Marxists either 
ignore them or do not see their importance. It is in this light that President Nyerere’s 
often-quoted address to the Convocation of Ibadan University (November, 1976) 
cannot be quoted enough. In this speech, the Tanzanian President honestly ang 
without reserve brought out the essence of neo-colonial imperialism. He said that 
when colonial oppression was liquidated, this was not the end of the road. Not only 
does the new government find itself greatly limited by the inherited institutions but 
if further discovers ‘that it did not inherit effective power over economic 
developments in its own country’. And the reason is clear. For the neo-colonies: 


(T)here is no such thing as a national economy at all! Instead, there exist [in 
the neo-colonies] various economic activities which are owned by people 
outside its jurisdiction, which are directed at external needs, and which are 
run in the interests of external economic powers. Further, the Government’s 
ability to secure positive action in these fields. .. depends entirely upon its 
ability to convince the effective decision makers [i.e. the imperialist 
countries] that their own interests will be served by what the Government 
wishes to have done.5 


The President was rightly concerned about the seriousness of this situation, thus 
he put his finger at the heart of the problem of national oppression: ‘Neo- 
colonialism is a very real, and very severe, limitation on national sovereignty’. 

But how does imperialism operate in the neo-colonies? It does so by identifying 
and promoting local agents. Here again Nyerere, as a patriot, showed a much 
deeper grasp of the inner workings of imperialism than ‘Marxists’ in East Africa 
who talk of the so-called “bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ as the enemy, rather than of 
imperialism operating through local comprador elements. He said: 


Some of our people identify their own personal interests with the existing 
neo-colonial situation. They are to be found among the local agents of 
foreign capitalists and among the local capitalists who have developed in the 
shadow of large foreign enterprises.’ 


Does this not constitute a correct identification of the enemy of the Tanzanian 
and East African people as a whole? We submit that it does. We further submit that 
any attempt to play into the hands of imperialism by weakening the ranks of the 
anti-imperialist struggle through talk about the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ or even 
of identifying all local bourgeois and petty-bourgeois elements (including small 
traders, handicraftsmen, rich farmers or capitalist farmers) as the ‘immediate 
enemy’, without concretely analyzing their links with foreign monopolies and 
therefore with imperialism, is neo-Marxist, unscientific and reactionary.’ In this 
way it will be impossible for the proletariat to constitute around itself a broad anti- 
imperialist united front in struggle, since the analysis revels in dividing the ranks of 
the people and shielding the real enemy, i.e., imperialism operating through the 
local comprador class. The task of the Tanzanian Marxist-Leninists cannot be t© 
invent imaginary ‘enemies’, instead it is to concretely identify the compadot 
elements in production as agents of the principle enemy of the Tanzanian people. 

In this respect Shivji brings nothing but confusion, especially in Chapter Seve” 
entitled “Uhuru and After: the Rise of the “Bureaucratic Bourgeoisie”,’ and 1!" 
Chapter Fight entitled ‘Arusha and After: the “Bureaucratic Bourgeoisie Forges 

Ahead”.” Shivji identifies this so-called ‘bourgeoisie’ with the top echelons of the 
State - Ministers, Principal Secretaries and Managers of parastatal enterprises: ra 
even then leaves things very vague and confused. The confusion is so great that 
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a his analysis of Western Europe, Engels explained that nations emerged as part 
of the Struggle by the bourgeoisie to liquidate feudalism and develop a national 
market in competition with the bourgeoisies of other countries. Whereas in 
primitive society, when classes had not yet emerged, social ties were founded on 
tribal links, thereby highlighting the language question, with the emergence of slave 
and feudal states, territory, not ethnic ties, became the basis of the development of 
the State and the elimination of the primitive democracy of tribal society. This is 
analyzed in detail by Engels in The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the 
State. With the rise of the bourgeoisie, however, as Lenin correctly explained in his 
refutation of Rosa Luxemburg and other erroneous positions in ‘The Right of 
Nations to Self-Determination’, a historically concrete presentation of the problem 
must distinguish two periods of capitalism, each of which has its specific features. 
First of all: 


there is the period of the collapse of feudalism and absolutism, the period 
when the national movements for the first time become mass movements and 
in one way or another draw all classes of the population into politics.” 


During this phase there is: 


the awakening of national movements and the drawing of peasants, the most 
numerous and the most sluggish section of the population, into these 
movements, in connection with the struggle for political liberty in general and 
for the rights of the nation in particular.!° 


This is what led to the constitution in Western Europe of states which, with few 
exceptions like Ireland and Switzerland, were also single nations. 

The next phase was the period of fully formed capitalist state with long- 
established constitutional regimes and a highly developed antagonism between 
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, i.e. the rise of imperialism. In this period: 


developed capitalism, in bringing closer together nations that have already 
been fully drawn into commercial intercourse, and causing them to 
increasing degree, brings the antagonism between 


intermingle to an 
ite PRA anally united capital and the international working-class movement 


into the forefront.!! 


This epoch led to the constitution of multi-national states in Eastern Europe. Isis 
ciel a itali that led to the colonial expansion that 

also this imperialist phase of capitalism cd te “par et 
frica today, including Tanzania; 

b ent of most of the states of A ay, iY aba 
a of the present: the neo-colonial phase of imperialist 


oppression. 
J.V. Stalin not only developed er! 
only applied this analysis to the concrete st” 
tise of modern revisionism), he further panel? 
question as a colonial question and co 
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revolutionaries in the oppressed countries in a number of brilliant expositions that 
are to be found in the collection Marxism and the National and Colonial 
Question. If only Shivji had read and understood Stalin on this matter, he would 
have realized that when Mao Tse-tung advanced his thesis of the New Democratic 
Revolution asa stage in the anti-imperialist struggle and as part of the proletariat’s 
revolutionary struggle to impose its dictatorship over the exploiters during the 
advance towards socialism, he was resolving a problem that Shivji’s neo-Marxist 
analysis cannot solve, namely: what to do about the fact that Tanzania is a poor 
agrarian country greatly oppressed by imperialism. Mao Ise-tung showed the way 
out for all Marxists-Leninists in colonial, semi-colonial and neo-colonial countries 
in his New Democracy.'3 It was on the basis of this scientific presentation of the 
national question that, at the commemoration of the twenty-eighth anniversary 
of the Communist Party of China, Mao wrote ‘On the People’s Democratic 
Dictatorship’ in which he summed up the experience of the Communist Party of 
China and the Chinese people as having been directed by the strategic aim of 
establishing ‘the people’s democratic dictatorship under the leadership of the 
working class (through the Communist Party) and based upon the alliance of 
workers and peasants’.!4 

Thus Shivji’s lack of a correct position on the question of imperialism and his 
failure to realize that in none of the African countries has the national question been 
resolved (since it would require the leadership of the proletariat in a democratic, 
patriotic alliance to the exclusion only of the comprador class) lead him into blind 
and unprincipled attacks against important sections of the anti-imperialist united 
front which will have to be formed in struggle. It is further this error which makes 
Shivji stumble and fall in the face of the most heroic history of the Tanzanian 
working class and the anti-colonial national movement. We now turn to this. 


DOWNGRADING THE ROLE OF THE TANZANIAN 
PROLETARIAT IN THE UHURU STRUGGLE 


To begin with, Shivji’s notion of the proletariat is extremely strange for someone 
who calls himself a Marxist. Throughout Capital Marx insisted, and went ahead to 
demonstrate, that the proletariat arise as a result of the capital-labour relation in 
production. 


As simple reproduction constantly reproduces the capital relation itself, i.e. 
the relation of capitalists on the one hand, and wage-workers on the other, so 
reproduction on a progressive scale, i.e. accumulation, reproduces the 
capital-relation on a progressive scale, more capitalists or larger capitalists at 
this pole, more wage-workers at that. The reproduction of a mass of labour- 
power, which must incessantly re-incorporate itself with capital for that 
capital’s self-expansion; which cannot get free from capital, and whose 
enslavement to capital is only concealed by the variety of individual 
capitalists to whom it sells itself, “his reproduction of labour-power forms, in 
fact, an essential part of the reproduction of capital itself.'5 


Marx concluded, ‘Accumulation of Capital is, therefore, increase of the 
proletariat’.!6 . . | 

Instead of looking at the emergence of the proletariat in Africa and its increase 1n 
the process of capital accumulation, which is taking place all the time and has been 
SO ever since capitalism was introduced into the continent after the imperialist 
division of Africa and its colonial subjugation, Shivji prefers a static ‘classical’ 
definition, namely: ‘a large (sic!) group of wage-earners employed in large (sic!) 
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capitalist industry and constit 
population’.!” 
Naturally, having presented us with thi 


uting a substantial (sic!) proportion of the 


i Sree este S sort of artificial and static definition, he 
Se eee ede did not develop’ and ‘could not’ have developed under 
wey under neo-colonialism.!8 

Ne yellicicss Shivji tells us that a class of ‘wage-earners’ did develop; and he even 

calls ee a working class’ and identifies the sectors in which they emerged, 
namely, in the Plantations, in the docks, in transport and commerce, and in 
construction, building, etc’.!8 

Shivji S subborn and blatant rejection of the proletarian character of the 

Tanzanian and African working class is, of course, not in the least surprising, for it 
is aimed at downgrading the working class’s role in the anti-colonial revolutionary 
struggle and therefore at denying the necessity for its leadership in the present phase 
of the anti-imperialist struggle. The latter aspect of Shivji’s reactionary deviation 
we shall see anon, but how does he downgrade the role of the Tanzanian proletariat 
during the anti-colonial struggle? 

Shivji’s argument in Class Struggles in Tanzania is that throughout most of the 
colonial period, the working class did not struggle against the colonial oppressor, 
did not fight for democratic rights and justice, and did not even organize, until after 
the Second Imperialist War when it allegedly succeeded to organize at long last. 
Moreover, argues our ‘Marxist’, the workers kept themselves out of the mainstream 
of the national anti-colonial movement until, in 1958, the ‘alliance’ between TANU 
and the Tanganyika Federation of Labour (TFL) was ‘forged’ when, according to 
Shivji, by that ‘alliance’, ‘the workers had thrown their lot (sic!) with the nationalist 
movement’.!? 

Shivji goes further and tells us that the only contribution the workers ‘probably’ 
made to the independence struggle is when they organized strikes in ‘strategic’ 
sectors of the economy. 

Thus, what is but a culmination of the long process which from the earliest 
opportunity gave to the working class a leading role in the anti-colonial movement, 
Shivji takes as the beginning of the proletariat’s participation in the struggle! This is 
Shivji’s ‘dialectics’ as applied to Tanzania’s history. 

Let us look at the naked facts. 

Why was the TANU-TFL alliance formed? Precisely because of all the classes 
that stood foremost in opposition to (colonial) imperialism, the proletariat — for this 
_ is what they were although Shivji seeks to deny it — had actually proved to be the’ 
Ss ~ most uncom promising, the ‘most ruthless, the most determined enemy of colonial. 
oppression, and as that it was an essential component of the national movement. 
 Shivji misunderstands Tanzania’s history because he does not see the central fact 
that the anti-colonial movement (whether it took ethnic, religious, cultural or any 
other form) never really took off, never developed ina clear direction, never really 
threatened the colonial system, until the proletariat — however weak or embryonic it 
might have been — gave to it a solid national, consistently anti-imperialist and 

democratic stamp. And the failure of the peasants in the Maji Maji struggle 
(1905-07) is but one example. Shivji is writing about ‘class struggles in Tanzania, 
but deals with workers in abstraction from the fact that without the proletariat, the 
Nationalist struggle was doomed to failure. Once the TANU-TF L alliance was 
established, declares Shivji, “The workers had ee ae their IR Rae 
fiationaliee a aeementand.the wave of strikes during the 1797's Was pre ee cl 
4a eh ay Re eae tem tas go ee dence.” And he adds —‘Thus, despite their 
instrumental in bringing about Se ase iven their strategic role in the 
‘numerical smallness, the workers’ contribution, Biven © 7 
“economy, cannot be belittled’. 
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Now these two sentences are once again a caricature of Tanza nia’s history, It is, 
of course, true that the proletariat did not assume the hegemonic leadership of the 
anti-colonial movement, because it failed to come out with Its: own party, 
Nevertheless the working class did not simply ‘throw their lot’ with the anti- 
imperialist struggle and certainly its contribution to the struggle was not just 
confined to the fact that they occupied a ‘strategic’ position within Tanzania’ 
economy. They were the national movements most militantl _consistent 
component as a class, whereas the other classes tended towards vacillation and 
compromise with the enemy. The proletariat did not lead the national movement 
through its own party, but instead got incorporated in an amorphous ‘alliance’ with 
the petty-bourgeosie: this was the cause of the present neo-colonial oppression of 
the country by imperialism, but it is a far cry from Shivji’s underestimation of the 
working class’s role. 

As early as 1924, a strike of joiners at Kwiro Mission had shown the militant 
character of this ‘dangerous’ class, in the eyes of the colonialists. Throughout the 
1930s there were workers’ strikes on sisal estates and on other plantations. The 
wharf labourers’ strike in Tanga (1937) clearly showed the developing militancy and 
consciousness of the proletariat when 250 workers left work for two days and 
aroused sympathy from broad sections of public opinion. Two years later, the 
colonialists witnessed a highly coordinated strike — not limited to Tanzania but 
linking workers at the docks of Dares Salaam, Lindiand Mombasa. The workers 
were already beginning to see the international character of their struggle, right at 
the level of production, and therefore the need for solid internationalist links. 

The working class struggle in Tanzania entered into the mainstream of the 
national anti-imperialist movement at least as far back as the 1930s, while Shivji 
imagines in his own head that it started with the TANU-TFL alliance! 

The consistently democratic, patriotic and militant character of the Tanzania 
working class in the 1930s and the vacillations of the petty bourgeoisie are very well- 
illustrated by the political experience of a petty-bourgeois democrat and consistent 
patriot mamed Erica Fiah and an anti-imperialist democratic nationalist 
organization led by the petty-bourgeoisie called the Tanganyika Africa Welfare and 
Commercial Association (TAWCA). 

In the mid-30s Fiah was a shopkeeper. He took to the promotion of the national 
movement very early in his life, and founded the patriotic paper, KWETU, as the 
mouth-piece of TAWCA. From the very beginning this Association did not hide its 
political aim: . 














Since the Africans are not represented in the Legislative Council, [said the 
proposed by-laws of the Association] this Association, as the Central body, 
looking after the welfare of all Africans in Tanganyika Territory, would 
always watch carefully any laws proposed by the Government which may 
affect Africans and, after consideration, would make such representations to 
Government and Members of Legislative Council, as the Association 
considers proper in the interests of Africans. .. Every African is bound to obey 
the Association, whether he is contributing or not, just as he obeys the 
Government.?2 : 


The more the Association became militantly anti-imperialist, however, the more 
repressive the colonial staste became. The more the popular movement insisted 0” 
democratic rights and freedoms, the more the colonial state sharpened its carrot 
and-stick policy. By 1936, Governor MacMichael reported to the Colonial Office: 


Here we have a shopkeeper of doubtful a anda who 
Eee . ntecedents. . . from Uganda 
puts up by-laws which reek of politics and bad digestion, conflict witn liberty 
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of the individual and the res 


show signs of a desire tn ponsibility of Government to the people and 


achieve influence and subscriptions.”3 


, What happened to the Association and to its leader. Erica Fiah, is, however 

instructive in showing whether the working class in Tanzania s! AsdSo0 BQ r, 
' os. S ass ania simply ‘threw in their 

lot with the nationalist movement’ through the TANU-TFL alliance on the eve of 

independence, as Shivji says, or whether all along they had championed and played 

in leading role in the struggle. : : 
The ° 

What happened from 1936 is that the more the colonial state put down its feet, the 
mMOry the petty-bourgeois membership of the TAWCA wavered, vacillated and 
finally abandoned the Association. Those who remained now sought to water down 
its tone, to abandon the anti-imperialist, democratic and militant line by arguing 
that the Association ‘must not’ engage in ‘politics’. Things became so disgusting toa 
consistent patriot like Erica Fiah that in 1939, he quit the Association. But to do 
what . to simply sit? Not at all. Fiah abandoned the petty bourgeoisie to help 
organise the working class in the docks of Dar es Salaam. 

Did Fiah leave the TAWCA to go to dockworkers for sentimental reasons? Not 
at all. He did it because in practice, in the field of practical politics, he had 
discovered the true nature of the petty bourgeoisie and the militancy of the 
proletariat. Engels once said of the petty bourgeoisie: “They are extremely 
unreliable except after a victory has been won, when their shouting in the beer 
houses knows no bounds. Nevertheless, there are very good elements among them, 
who join the workers of their own accord.”™4 Erica Fiah had discovered this fact 
that Engels had long talked about - but right in the field of practical action. 

Shivji does not see that the working class did not ‘go’ onto the side of the national 
movement only in the 1950s but had championed the Uhuru struggle all along. 
Shivji does not realize that in their economic struggle the proletariat in Tanzania 
had long ago discovered — at least some 20 years before the TANU-TFL ‘alliance’ 
that imperialism was the principal enemy of not only themselves as a class, but of 
the entire Tanzanian people. While he tells us that the working class’s role in the 
anti-colonial struggle ‘cannot be belittled’ because of its strategic role in the 
economy, Shivji precisely belittles the role of the proletariat in Tanzania’s history. 
For it was not just the ‘strategic role’ of the workers in the economy that mattered. It 
was their position in production as suppliers of surplus value, their concentration in 
production (incomparison with other classes), their natural (1.e., inevitable) need to 

organizefor economic struggles, and their unflinching demands for democratic 
rights not only for themselves but for the broader masses of the population. These 
were the conditions that gave the working class their militancy, their 
uncompromising stand in opposition to imperialism, for self-determination and for 
democratic rights and freedoms. These were the factors that made the proletariat a 
major force in the independence movement, a fact which Shivji realizes only 
io jin gto eee later on —and at the last moment — usuned this leadership 
role has to be analyzed concretely in order to draw both positive +" gee 
lessons from Tanzania’s history. Shiv}! cannot do this Piteaeoa V 2 od nena 
does not seem to have seriously studied Tanzania’s history either, and this because, 


‘ar afield’. 
At ay taken him ‘too far afie ‘ 
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[sic!] the leading force in the struggle. The trade union movement Was 
basically structured on traditional (English) lines led by some elements from 
dhe petty bourgeoisie. If anything, the TANU ideology was essentially 
peasant-biased.*° 


The significance of this passage is to be found in the statement in which Shiyji 
goes so far as to dismiss, or at least downgrade, the revolutionary character of the 
African proletariat. He says, ‘It is true that the small working class in the African 
countries cannot be considered to be the same as the European proletariat [who 
says they are?] or ipso facto revolutionary .7/ , 

These two passages alone would need a book, entitled Anti-Shivji, to refute 
point-by-point any pretensions this ‘Marxist’ may claim for being, in his own 
words, one of those who are ‘imbued with proletarian ideology’. It is difficult to 
imagine what proletarian ideology can permit anyone to doubt the historically- 
tested and proven revolutionary character of the African working class and of the 
Tanzanian proletariat in particular. Indeed what ‘Marxism’ can ever lead anyone 
into doubting — even fora single second — the revolutionary character of the working 
class — wherever it may be? Only Shivji’s Marxism. First of all, to say that TANU 
‘never came under the influence of proletarian ideology’, or that the workers were 
not ‘considered’ the leading force in the struggle, prove nothing about the concrete, 
objective, reality which is independent of Shivji’s will; but shows his subjective, 
idealist position which slanders the proletariat. If, during the anti-colonial phase of 
the struggle, the Tanzanian proletariat did not get to acquire and develop ina 
coherent manner their own ideology, i.e. Marxism-Leninism, this fact must be 
analyzed concretely, in order to expose the factors that hindered it. In doing so, 
what is certain is that sociological ‘explanations’, like those of Shivji, that ascribe 
everything to the smallness or migrant nature of the proletariat in Tanzanian will 
not do. | 

What Shivji does not seem to realize is that, whether or not the proletariat was 
‘considered’ the leading anti-imperialist force by other classes is of absolutely no 
importance in regard to the role it actually played. What is important is, the reality, 
which is that, although it did not acquire leadership of the national movement, 
nevertheless it played a leading role, at least up to the period of the birth of TANU. 

Due to the contradictions of material life in Tanzania, and Africa generally, since 
imperialism introduced capitalist relations in our societies, of all the classes that 
stood and continue to stand face-to-face with imperialism. The working class.was 
and remains the most determined enemy of imperialism. The working class is the 





‘most uncompromisingly opposed to national oppression, 


Shivji has not grasped this fact — and is forced to resort to ec lecticism: 


Even among the working class itself [he tells us] there are certain sections 
which tend to be more conscious than others. These small sections can form 
the nucleus to influence others. In each concrete situation, revolutionaries 
have to find, in Cabral’s words ‘our little roletariat’28. 


of Dae AA $6 that Shivyji’s references to Cabral border on opportunist 
ecg ak sh ude at all understood this African patriot and because what Cabra 
eee , oving his point, in fact, completely disproves it. For Cabral had an 
ae tae on idence, in the working class, whereas Shivji is unsure of ! 
evolutionary capaci Z | ; 


Va 











"oBat wilta Gs a ented a MN INR Ne BS Rie wasted ergs oda 
“that there ena cult to understand from Shiyji is how he can on the one hand S* 
working class is non be ian tne <lassical sense’ in Africa, and that the Africy’ 
‘agreeing’ w <5 _Tevolutionary;3® while on the other 


have to find ‘our little proletariat’ 


195 


at th fe pe PepAhivi is the very embodiment of contradictions. If there is any 
eal hea clecticism, it is that it can lead to Shivjism, i.e. the worst forms 
of confusion in analysing’ a neo-colony. 

The eaten} Class Struggles in Tanzania has told us that a proletariat ‘in the 
classical sense’ did not develop in many African countries; he at least doubts the 
revolutionary character of the African working class; he has downgraded the 
revolutionary role of Tanzanian proletariat during the anti-colonial struggle and 
simply taken a vulgar sociological explanation of the difficulties the working class 
organization faced at the time : 

We need now to see why Shivji is taking such an openly anti-proletarian line in 
the name of the ‘proletarian ideology’. 

Shivj informs us that while the working class was faced with all sorts of setbacks, 
‘In addition, different structures in the colonized countries have produced (!) their 
corresponding strata with revolutionary potential!?! 

It is the first time we come across structures that are productive; indeed so 
productive that soon we see emerging from these structures ‘corresponding strata’, 
which have ‘revolutionary potential’. This is Shivji’s Marxism - a Marxism not of 
classes but of productive ‘structures’ and ‘strata’! 

Although it is difficult for Marxists to understand what our analyst means by the 
above sentence, he himself is quite clear in his own mind as to what he means. Thus 
from this muddle, he draws the conclusion that, ‘Therefore, depending on actual 
conditions in the concrete situation of each country, various alliances are possible 
for revolutionary action’.32 

And why this escape from the working class and hurried rush to the issue of 
alliances? Who is going to form this alliance and which class will lead it? Regardless 
of the question of the leadership of the working class itself in the Tanzanianstruggle, 
‘What is important, says Shivji, ‘is that such revolutionary strata are mobilized 
under the leadership [note!] of the proletarian ideology’.*3 

Clearly Shivji is determined to separate classes from their ideological positions; 
and we need to examine a bit more closely what this dualism means and to what it 


inevitably leads. 


SEPARATING THE PROLETARIAT FROM ITS 
IDEOLOGY 


To avoid confusion and misunderstanding, we need to point out that both Marx 
and Engels consistently stressed the | importance of ideological and political 
education of the working class along the lines of a correct theory, if the proletarian 
struggle is to succeed.*4 » . 
Following in the examp! 
What Is to Be Done? that t 
could not be overstressed because, 





e of these great teachers of the proletariat, Lenin said in 
he importance of a correct ideological, theoretical line 
first, the Russian Party was still young and had 


to settle ‘accounts with other trends of revolutionary thought that threaten to divert 
the movement from the correct path’, secondly, that being an international 
movement, the proletarian organization and the revolutionary must make bet of 
the experiences of other countries and do so critically in order ‘to test them 


independently’; thirdly, because the tasks that confronted the Russian Party ‘(had) 
never Catites died any other socialist party before’. It was in this connection that 
Lenin argued against the spontaneous theory of the on ioe arr . 

ee Ee oP a ly bya party that is guided by the most advanced © 
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Shivji quotes a sentence from this most profound analysis of Lenin at the 
beginning of his book, but on reading the whole book one easily sees that his real 
teachers are not the Marxists-Leninists but Paul Baran, Paul Sweezy, Charles 
Bettelheim, Nicos Poulantzas, A.G. Frank, Stavenhagen and the host of 
‘independent’ Marxists (and we appeal to the reader to check this for himself), 

Shivji begins by separating the proletariat from the proletarian ideology and then 
absoluting the role of the latter. 

Two situations need to be distinguished here. First, there is the proletarjan 
leadership of the struggle with their own ideology, i.e. Marxism-Leninism, as its 
own ideological line. Secondly, there is the leadership of bourgeoisie or petty- 
bourgeoisie, camouflaged by slogans which pay lip-service to the ‘proletarian 
ideology’, but which can obviously be nothing but a mere masquerade of 
‘socialism’. Shivji does not distinguish between the two, and ends up telling us that it 
is possible for any other class to lead the present anti-imperialist struggle in 
Tanzania with success, provided that its party is ‘imbued’ with proletarian ideology. 
This naturally leads Shivji to sink into the deepest oblivion of idealism. 

Marx and Engels were absolutely emphatic about the revolutionary role of the 
proletariat and in the Manifesto of the Communist Party they did not say that this 
revolutionary role is due to the proletarian ideology but to its place in capitalist 
production. ‘Of all the classes that stand face-to-face with the bourgeoisie today’, 
they wrote in 1847, ‘the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class’.36 

Why is this so? 


The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face of modern industry; 
th proletariat is its special and essential product. The lower middle class, 
[not!] the peasant, all these fight the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction 
their existence as a fraction of the middle class. They are therefore not 


revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they tr 
to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are 
so only in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat, thus they 


defend not their present, but their future interests, they desert their own 
standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat.37 


Shivji starts off by denying the existence of a proletariat ‘in the classical sense’ 
(whatever that means) in Tanzania and Africa while at the same time saying a 
working class exists. He proceeds to say this working class is not necessarily 
revolutionary and then sinks into the ridiculous position of defending the 
proletarian ideology but not the proletariat itself. The writer of Class Struggles in 
Tanzania is so afraid of real class struggle that he fears we might miss his utopian 
doctrine of the leadership of the proletarian ideology; hence he repeats the doctrine 
over and over with amazing zeal. He starts toexpound this doctrine in his appraisal 
of the Guinean anti-colonial struggle under PAIGC. Again while completely 
misrepresenting the Chinese revolution, as we shall see, he says, ‘The important and 
decisive point is that the struggle was led by a party expounding proletarian 
ideology’.* In the next paragraph we are again told: 


As we have been emphasizing all along, class struggle is a political struggle 
for State power, and therefore what is important is that potentia 
revolutionary, classes and strata are organized for their political conflict 
under the leadership of the proletarian ideology’.3? 


_In the next page, having for a second time quoted Cabral without understanding 
him, Shivji concludes: . 


Thus a large developed proletariat is not an essential condition for struge!® 
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situation cine hk ee of socialism. There exist in the African 
[sic!] — with rarahatic ‘i e: example, lower sectors of the petty bourgeoisie 
[note!] with the peas: ; re Potential, and these can be mobilized in alliance 
iene asantry and the working class under the leadership of th 
proletarian ideology 40 ee iis nae pair 
Here Shivji totally fails to see the 
ne Pincottcct uls to see the two phases of the struggle and dashes straight to 
socialism’. Nevertheless Shivji’s theme is clear on at least two points: 
1. That in the str whe 
the Struggle facing the African people today, the leadership of the 
proletariat is unnecessary; and 


ee the leadership necessary is not of the working class itself, but only 
the leadership of the proletarian ideology’. 


2. 


He even suggests specifically that ‘other strata’ which he claims ‘have 
revolutionary potential’ can be mobilized, with a view to establishing an ‘alliance’, 
through the ideology of the proletariat. 

The question of alliances in class struggles is a vitally important one; for 
numerous liberation movements have seen success crumble at the very last minute 
precisely because of having failed to make a correct appreciation of the classes in 
struggle, their concrete positions vis-a-vis each other, the principal enemy of each 
given moment, and therefore the revolutionary alliance of all the classes and forces 
within the society that can be united in order to liquidate this principal enemy and 
advance the struggle a step further. 

Marx and Engels’ theory of class alliances in revolutionary struggle are most 
clearly brought out in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, The Peasant 
War in Germany, The Civil War in France, the Peasant Question in France and 
Germany, The Class Struggles in France, 1 848 to 1850 and in their correspondence. 

On the other hand, what Shivji has discovered — to the detriment of the African 
working class — is that during the present epoch of the most intense imperialist 
oppression, the working class must not lead the popular front. The workers, Shivji 
tells us, are too few, full of migrants and may not be revolutionary. Therefore they 
must be by-passed. First, ° potential revolutionary strata’ must be mobilized (we are 
not told by whom) to the exclusion of the proletariat. Then, having done so, the 
peasants and workers can be brought in simply as tags, just to aid Shivji’s 
‘revolutionary’ classes and ‘strata’. 

Who are these ‘revolutionary strata’, these strata which are more revolutionary 
than the workers? Shivji does not enumerate them. But he gives us a clue when he 
suggests that, “There exist in the African situation other strata — for example, lower 


sectors of the petty bourgeoisie — with revolutionary potential...’.4! [Emphasis 
sectors of the pelly DV eo’ — 


added] . . 5 ant 
oe we see the modern pelly bourgeois: Narcissus looking at and falling in love 


with his own image in a spring! What is not realized, of course, is that in the same 
way as Narcissus pined away and transformed himself into something else — in < 
case a flower — so does our ‘Marxist’ stand the risk ralpiees ions: himself ee the 
ideologue of some other class: the petty-bourgeolsie: And in effect Shivji declares 


himself the ideologue of the ‘lower sectors of the petty bourgeoisie’ though in 
Marxist attire. Thus beginning 4s someone ‘imbued with proletarian ideology’ we 
get someone imbued with the ideology of the lower sections of the petty-bourgeosie 
as ist-Leninist. Woes 
"The workin mi ’ ay ee al find its leaders. Nevertheless Shivji’s caricature 
of Macdnuianl putting forth of the silent dreams of the gon ee ee a 
, ! isie as a class — 
bourgeoisi hence of the petty bourgeoisie a re = 
cont peta Ns, under imperialist domination — makes it most importan 
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for such proletarian leaders to gain ideological clarity and spread the science - 
inism é the ms f workers. 

Marxism-Leninism among the masses 0 ity 

Having caricatured Marxism, slandered the African proletariat, and taken awa 
all revolutionary content from the anti-imperialist struggle by considering it as a 
struggle ‘under the leadership of the proletarian ideology with the proletariat ee 
only as a tag, Shivji now turns around to ‘defend scientific socialism, 


Those who argue against the applicability of scientific socialism in Africa 
because the theory was based ona developed proletariat which does not eXist 
in Africa are therefore expecting concrete conditions to conform to 
scriptures! This is not Marxism.’? | 


What brilliant defence of Marxism! First of all he accepts the bourgeois nonsense 
that a proletariat does not exist in Africa. Then he turns round to say we must not 
expect these so-called ‘concrete conditions’ (i.e. absence of a proletariat,) ‘to 
conform to scriptures’ ! He then proceeds to dismiss his own reasoning as ‘not 
Marxism”! 

The point is this: If there is no proletariat in Africa, then the struggle in Africa is 
not a proletarian one. And if the struggle is not a proletarian one, then for what do 
we need the proletarian ideology, i.e. Marxism-Leninism? Here the non-Marxist 
petty bourgeoisie in Africa are far more consistent with themselves than the 
‘Marxist’ Shivji. For they openly declare that there is no working class in Africa, 
and hence conclude that Marxism-Leninism is inapplicable to Africa. 

Marx and cther teachers of the working class again and again taught us that 
dialectical and historical materialism, i.e. the science of the proletariat, arose and 
can continue in existence only because the proletariat is there. Marxism is the 
ideology of the proletariat. No other class can consistently apply the proletarian 
ideology. Any attempt by anyone to divorce Marxism from the proletariat itself is 
reactionary because it seeks to present the struggle as being for but not by the 
proletariat itself. Shivjiand those who agree with him ideologically must accept one 
of two things: 





1. Either there is a proletariat in Africa, and therefore there is a proletarian 
ideology which is its arm against its enemies, or: | 

2. Either there is no proletariat in Africa, in which case let no one disturb the 
African people with the nonsense of being ‘led’ by the ideology of a class which is 


NOt there. £55 2 
The existence of a proletariat is not a question of members. It is. a question of 
__ relations established in production and the tendencies established therein. This is SO 
regardless of the specific characteristics this proletariat possesses in each country. 
Shivji has to accept another thing, namely, that for him to imagine that any other 
class can use the ideology of the. proletariat, yet such an ideology to retain its 
proletarian content, is to sink into the depths of a utopian dream. The question as (0 
where ideas, consciousness, knowledge - and therefore ideolo gies, philosophies an 
theories ~ come from is part of the ABC of Marxism. The fact that the petty 
bourgeoisie or any other class can claim to be ‘led by the proletarian ideology in any 
given situation does not - and cannot ~ mean that itis so. They are not to be judge 
by what they think of themselves. Nor can their class adopt the substance of th® 
proletarian ideology. When the petty bourgeoisie talk of socialism, they mea” 4 
totally different thing from what the proletariat understand by socialis™ 
_ Substance must be distinguished from form. Shivji’s failure to grasp this point leac® 
hith-intodeepitroublemie < Waitaki coh te! oven me be: Bed peiawies olero | 
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MISUNDERSTANDING OF AMILCAR CABRAL OR 


THE LESSONS OF THE ANTI-COLONIAL ARMED 
STRUGGLE IN GUINEA BISSAU 


Starting from the late 1950s the anti- 
advanced to the stage of 
countries. | 


imperialism revolutionary struggle in Africa 
© earn te popular and protracted resistance in a number of 
: Inction to the earlier armed movements in which the 
working class did not play a leading role (including the Mau Mau resistance in 
Kenya), the new phase of the anti-colonial armed struggle started in Algeria. With 
the defeat of French colonial imperialism, the people rose up in arms against 
Portuguese colonial oppression in Mozambique, Angola and Guinea Bissau. This 
revolutionary wave is stil] rippling in the rest of southern Africa, while neo-colonial 
Africa is not far behind. 

What was the character of this struggle? 

First of all it was anti-imperialist; thus what was at issue was the solution of the 
national question. But it was not a struggle against imperialism in a general, 
unspecified manner. Thus, secondly, it was a struggle to resolve the national 
question as a colonial question. 

This means that in the struggle to organize and advance the revolution and defeat 
the enemy, it was possible to unite a much broader section of the population, froma 
much wider political base, than it would be possible in a neo-colonial or even a 
semi-colonial situation. 

Nevertheless, does it mean that the anti-colonial united front which emerged in 
these countries was an amorphous ‘alliance’ whose only uniting factor was ‘the 
proletarian ideology?’ Shivji thinks so and quotes Amilcar Cabral to support his 
case. He should read Cabral again! Let quote Cabral in full before showing our 
author’s total misunderstanding, and therefore misrepresentation, of the Guinean 
revolutionary: 


One important group in the town [says Cabral], were the dockworkers; 
another group were the people working in the boats carrying merchandise, 
who mostly live in Bissao itself and travel up and down the rivers. Those 
people proved highly counscious of their position and of their economic 
importance and they took the initiative of launching strikes wihout any trade 
union leadership at all. We therefore decided to concentrate all our work on 
this group. This gave excellent results and this group soon came to form a 
kind of nucleus which influenced the attitudes of other wage-earning groups 
in towns — workers proper and drivers who form two other important groups. 
Moreover, if | may put it this way, we thus found our little proletariat.#3 


Amilcar Cabral is so clear! 
Whom did the PAIGC rely to form the nucleus of the movement? Cabral tells us 


that at first they concentrated on: (a) dockworkers and (b) people working in the 
boats. He says that after the strikes they went to organise: (a) workers proper and 


(b) drivers, 

Instead of taking the kernel of 
played a leading role within the 
‘What is important is that such revo 
under the proletarian ideology’. 

This is futile because Cabral is not simp 
Struggle. He is more concrete than Shiv)! 
Was not an empty slogan but based on re 
Workers. 


what Cabral tells us, namely that the working class 
PAIGC movement, Shivji dashed out shouting: 
lutionary classes and strata are more mobilised 


t simply speaking of the ideology of the Guinean 
and specifically tells us that this ideology 
cruitment from within the ranks of the 
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Shivji, however, is not satisfied to misinterpret Cabral once; he does it a second 

time: 
[The leadership of the proletarian ideology] is truer still in the case of cadres 
who may have varied class origins. In fact, the leadership and the cadres 
[note!] may even come from bourgeois and petty bourgeois classes: provided 
they are imbued with proletarian consciousness [sic!] such traitors to their 
classes are only too common in history.“ 


Once again Shivji has confused two issues, namely, the need for the leadership of 
the proletariat as a class in revolutionary struggle; and the question of those 
individuals from other classes who —- as a minute exception - join the working class 
party and may even ~ asa still greater exception- become good cadres and possibly 
occupy a leadership role therein. In either case, of course, one cannot have working 
class party without a proletarian ideology. 

Moreover to Shivji the ‘traitors to their classes’ are not anexception but the rule. 
They are, indeed, so common that they must usurp the leadership of the proletarian 
struggle and make revolution on behalf of, and for, the proletariat. Once again in 
Shivji we see a ‘proletarian theory’ which in essence seems to tell the proletariat: 
‘Don't worry. You need not lead your own struggle as a class. There are many 
bourgeois and petty bourgeois traitors to their class who will come to lead you!’ 

This, then, is Shivji’s dogma of ‘proletarian ideology’, aimed at emasculating the 
working class struggle and betraying it to the leadership of other classes. Instead of 
drawing correct lessons from the shortcomings of the past struggles of the African 
proletariat in order to fortify and develop proletarian militancy, the author of Class 
Struggles in Tanzania offers his services to the ‘lower sectors of the petty 
bourgeoisie ! 

The author’s second quotation from Cabral actually comes from where Cabral is 
talking about the recruitment and formation of cadres. 


We are faced with another difficult problem: we realised that we needed to 
have people with a mentality which could transcend the context of the 
national liberation struggle, and so we prepared a number of cadres from the 
group I have just mentioned, some from the people employed in commerce 
and other wage earners, and even some peasants so that they could acquire 
what you might calla working-class mentality. You might think this is absurd 
— in any case it is very difficult; in order for there to be a working-class 
mentality, the material conditions for the working class should exist, a 
working class should exist. In fact, we managed to inculcate these ideas into a 
large number of people - the kind of ideas, that is, which there would be if 
there were a working class. We trained 1000 cadres at out party school in 
Conakry; in fact for abcur two years this was about all we did outside the 
country. When these cadres returned to the rural areas they inculcated 4 
certain mentality into the peasants and it is among these cadres that we have 
chosen the people who are now leading the struggle.‘ 


Again not only does this confirm that many proletarian elements played a leading 
role within PAIGC; but further, Cabral, who was not a member of a Communist oF 
a Marxist-Leninist party, turns out to be concrete, to the point and consistent in his 
practice, where a self-styled Marxist preaches to the proletariat to accept the 
leadership of other classes through ‘the proletarian ideology’. 


MISREPRESENTING THE PROLETARIAN 
LEADERSHIP OF THE CHINESE REVOLUTION 


eee inst 
We now go to Shivji’s reference to the Chinese people’s struggle agains 
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jmperiahst Oppression and feudal exploit 
Having brought out his 
Issa Shivji continues: 


; atton which ended in the victory of 1949. 
Coctrine of the leadership of the proletarian ideology, 


Even the Chinese struggle was based [sic!] mainly on the peasants and not on 
the proleta rat, though given the concrete conditions of China, the peasantry 
itself, objectively, had revolutionary capacity. The important and decisive 
point is that the struggle was led by a party expounding proletarian 
ideology.46 


In this brief paragraph, the author has accumulated a mass of confusion, half- 
truths and downright nonsense; and it is evident that Shivji’s doctrine of 
proletarian ideology has turned into an obsession. 

First, confusion — what does Shivji mean by the phrase that the Chinese struggle 
was ‘based’ mainly on the peasants and not the proletariat? If he is speaking of 
political leadership by the peasants, this is downright contrary to facts, as we shall 
see. If he means numerically more peasants took part in the Chinese revolution than 
the workers, then that is evident. China, as Mao Tse-tung realized quite early, 
(despite the fact that ‘left’ opposition from within the Chinese Communist Party, 
made it difficult to see the significance of this fact, was a rural, agrarian country. 
Therefore most of the population consisted of peasants. How could the CPC lead 
the Chinese revolution to the end without fully allying the peasants to the working 
class? It could not. And this was precisely the heart of the struggle against the first 
left-opportunist line from August 1927 to the end of 1928. 

Once this line was corrected, and especially once Mao’s strategy of mobilizing the 
countryside to take the cities was accepted within the Party, the peasants became 
even more deeply involved in the struggle. Mao stressed again that the peasants and 
especially the poor peasants were the workers’ most solid allies, the most powerful 
detachment against feudal oppression in the rural areas. 

By not bringing out what he means by his declaration that the Chinese struggle 
was mainly ‘based’ on the peasants and not the proletariat, Shivji creates confusion 
which lends itself to the interpretation that the Chinese revolution was a peasant 
revolution. By saying that the peasants constituted the ‘main force’ of the Chinese 
struggle, Mao Tse-tung was not saying that this made the Chinese revolution a 
peasant revolution. 

Secondly, to say that the peasantry in China ‘objectively had revolutionary 
capacity’ is to engage ina half-truth which arises from his abandonment of concrete 
and precise analysis. In his analysis of classes in Chinese society, and of the peasants 
in particular, Mao always stressed the fact this was a class in disintegration. There 
were rich peasants, middle peasants and poor peasants. The rich peasants were on 
the rise towards the class of capitalist farmers, i.e. in the process of becoming part of 
the bourgeoisie. The poor peasants on the other hand were in the decline, being 
constantly pushed to the ranks of the proletariat. The latter was revolutionary, the 
other was most often hesitant, if not worse. In this situation what scientific content 
can one give to Shivji’s blank statement that the peasants in China were 
‘objectively. .. revolutionary?’ Thirdly, Shivji is saying nonsense when he states that 
what was ‘important’ and ‘decisive’ in the Chinese struggle was that the CPC was ‘a 
Party expounding proletarian ideology’. Had this been the decisive thing in the 
Chinese Communist Party and not the actual proletarian composition and 
leadership within the Party, the revolution would have been doomed. 

Chairman Mao specifically said that the revolutionary role of the Party could be 
undermined and the struggle compromised, by allowing too large a recruitment 

: from Other classes into the party, and especially into leadership position. He gave 
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concrete examples to illustrate this fact.*” . ) 

Mao confirmed from Chinese revolutionary experience that the working Class’s 
failure to exercise firm leadership through the Party in, forexample, 1926-27, leq ti 
a major, though temporary, setback. . 

What was the Chinese Communist Party? It was, like all genuine and not bogus 
Communist parties, essentially a workers’ party. You cannot flood a party with aj 
sorts of elements with non-proletarian, non-poor peasant backgrounds and expect 
it to retain a proletarian ideology, as Shivji thinks. This 1s so even if this party 
continues to mout’. the most high-sounding vows that it is ‘imbued’ with the best of 
Marxism-Leninism. This is precisely one of the basic aims and results of 
revisionism -—to change the class character of the party while paying lip-service to 
‘proletarian ideology’, the bourgeoisie and other classes placing themselves in 
commanding positions of leadership, pushing away the core of the revolution, the 
working class. 

In his The Struggle in the Ching Kang Mountains, Mao wrote in November 1928 
to show the dangers of the other classes trying to take control of the struggle, even in 
such a body like the Red Army. Mao warned against the advisability of having too 
many lumpen-proletarians in the Red Army although, he pointed out, conditions 
then demanded that the struggle could not do without them altogether. For that 
matter, Mao explained, political training had to be intensified among the recruits 
from the other classes. He explained that the only way to rectify matters within the 
Red Army was to abolish the mercenary system, increase Party representation, and 
consistently practice democracy. 

In the same article, Mao showed the dangers of the intermediate classes. He went 
on, 


In the early days the small landlords and rich peasants scrambled to get on to 
government committees. .. Wearing red ribbons and feigning enthusiasm, 
they wormed their way. . . by trickery and seized control of everything, 
relegating the poor peasant members toa minor role. They can be cleared out 
only when they are unmasked in the course of struggle and the poor peasants 
assert themselves. 

During the revolutionary upsurge [in June 1928] many careerists took 
advantage of the Party’s open recruitment of members and sneaked into the 
Party. .. After September the Party carried out a drastic house cleaning and 
set strict class qualifications for membership.*8 


What all this clearly shows is that Shivji has ‘drawn lessons’ from the Chinese 
struggle without in the least studying it. This is most dangerous. It misleads those 
revolutionary intellectuals who really seek to serve the proletariat. Shivji gives to 
these elements the impression that they can constitute themselves into a Party, in 
isolation from the very best vanguard elements of the proletariat, and wage struggle 
~ so long as they are imbued with ‘proletarian ideology’. How often have we been 
told that socialism is nothing more than an ‘idea? Let someone tell us the difference 
between Shivjism and the modern, vulgar and naive ‘socialism’ of the petty 
bourgeoisie — besides, perhaps, a little tinge of adventurism hidden in the corner. 
ce St aren to dispose of the idea — for it is nothing but Shivji’s femme 
declouian se struggle was simply led by a ‘party propounding proletara 
ine following stavemg nat @Ppears in Mao Tsetung’s Selecied Works we hav 
pldheee ceca Cre leading force [note!]in our revolution is the dns 
phiranaeee t Inriends are the entire semi-proletariat and Pe 


Thus Mao is absolutely clear about the leadership of the Chinese strugel® 
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whereas iin wishes to reduce this leadership to that of an ideology. 

One of Mes bitterest Struggles the Chinese Communist Party had to wage war 
against an ‘ultra-left group that controlled the Southern Hunan Special Committee 
around March els [his group accused Mao and other revolutionaries of 
desertion. Why? Because the latter were uncompromisingly opposed to their 
adventurism, whose slogan was, ‘turning the petty bourgeois into proletarians and 
then driving them into the revolution!’59 

With this kind of Trotskyism — for that is what it was — of course the policy failed. 
But it was the CPC which had to pay its price. Those who think they have a role to 
play in the struggle of our people against imperialism must be extremely careful 
that they make correct, honest and serious analysis and not rush to the kind of 
Trotskyist conclusions to which Shivji leads us. Nobody has a right to mislead 
patriotic and democratic Africans into this kind of half-baked fascination with 
ideas, because this is not the proletariat’s hobby. 

In his bitter attack of the ‘roving band theory’ and ‘strategy’ that had developed 
within the CPC by the beginning of 1929, Chairman Mao had to send outa circular 
letter on behalf of the Front Committee of the CPC on 5 April, 1929. The letter 
said: 

Proletarian leadership is the sole [note!] key to victory in the revolution. 
Building a proletarian foundation for the Party and setting up Party 
branches in industrial enterprises in key districts are important 
organizational tasks for the Party at present. . . In the revolution in semi- 
colonial China, the peasant struggle must always fail if it does not have the 
leadership of the workers...*! 


CONCLUSION 


Sometime during his exile, before 1899, V.I. Lenin wrote three articles intended 
for the newspaper Rabochaya Gazeta which had been adopted as the official organ 
of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party at its first congress. One of the 
three articles in question was entitled ‘Our Programme’. In this concise and clear 
exposition of their programme and political line, Lenin wrote: 


We take our stand entirely on the Marxist theoretical position. Marxism was 
the first to transform socialism from a utopia into a science, to lay a firm 
foundation for this science, and to indicate the path that must be followed in 
further developing and elaborating it in all its parts. .. It made clear the real 
task of a revolutionary socialist party: not to draw up plans for refashioning 
society, not to preach to the capitalists and their hangers-on about 


improving the lot of the workers, not to hatch conspiracies, but to organize 


the class struggle of the proletariat and to lead this struggle, the ultimate aim 
of which is the conquest of political power by the proletariat and the 
organization of a socialist society. 


It shows the tasks of those non-proletarian elements who nevertheless consider 
that they take Marxism as the starting point of their theory and practice — which is 
to create the conditions that will enable the working class to take consciousness of 
themselves as a class so as to organize themselves and to lead the popular struggle 
upto the end. ea: 

This basic position of Marxism-Leninism 1s, however, most distasteful to the 
ideological representatives of non-proletarian classes. They cannot imagine how 

lution. They cannot fathom how they have to be 


the working class can lead the revo 
led by such an ‘uncultured’, propertyless class; how they must take a lower place 
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and how the classes they represent must accept the leadership of the Proletariat. 
Such were the representatives in Russia of non-proletarian classes, organised as the 
Narodniks. the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and the Cadets. Such was the position of 
the ideological representatives of the landlord, the burea ucrat-capitalist, and ~at the 
beginning of the revolution-of the petty bourgeoisie, including the peasants, in 
China. The trend has continued ever since, transforming itself from an isolated toa 
world-wide phenomenon. 

Quite often, they even dare their anti-proletarian calumines against the 
proletariat in the name of the proletariat itself and in the name of Marxism- 
Leninism! These are ideologies of other classes within the emerging proletarianand 
anti-imperialist movement. However, precisely because they speak in the name of 
the proletariat, they fabricate the most dangerous ‘theories’, ‘doctrines’, ‘political 
lines’ and ‘programmes’. 

It is in this light that we must see Issa G. Shivjiand his ideological followers. For 
they are part of the East African brand of the Neo-Marxist School —a school which 
historically emerged and developed in close association with the treacherous 
‘Marxism’ of the Second International, flirted with modern revisionism and linked 
up with the various wings of the Trotskyist line. 

We must resolutely reject and refute this petty bourgeois ‘Marxism’. 
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A CRITIQUE OF NABUDERE’S THEORY OF 
MULTILATERAL IMPERIALISM* 


Joakim Mwami 
INTRODUCTION 


The theory of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin is universally applicable. We 
should regard it not as a dogma, but as a guide to action. Studying it is not 
merely a matter of learning terms or phrases but of learning Marxism- 
Leninism as a science of revolution. It is not just a matter of understanding 
the general laws derived by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin from their 
extensive study of real life and revolutionary experience, but of studying their 
standpoint and method, in examining and resolving problems. 


—Mao Tse-tung 


Opportunistic trends and tendencies in Marxist movements and circles, as wellas 
in the period of social crisis, are not a new phenomenon; in actual fact, they have 
emerged and will continue to emerge under various forms as long as their social 
base — the petty bourgeoisie - continues to exist. Whereas in revolutionary 
situations and under the guidance of a proletarian Party, and through 
revolutionary practice, the phenomenon may be easily detected and easily 
liquidated; in non-revolutionary circumstances, on the other hand, the case may be 
extremely difficult to handle. 

This is so in East Africa today. In the Tanzanian situation, for example, where 
Marxist ideas are at an extremely embryonic stage, and where the only Marxist 
circle one can boast of is that one which is confined chiefly to a few Marxist 
academicians who, incidentally, happen to have no mass bases whatsoever, there is 
a great chance for opportunistic theories and tendencies among these academicians 
to emerge in one form or another, to flourish, to endure and even to pass 
unchecked. And we all know just too well the consequences of opportunism: 
reformist ideas take precedence over revolutionary ideas and hence non- 
revolutionary movements — as Lenin said, ‘Without a revolutionary theory there 
can be no revolutionary movement’.! Exposing and combating such reformist ideas 
whenever they happen to emerge becomes not only necessary but also one of the 
most fundamental tasks of all progressive individuals. 

It is from this perspective that I have taken up this topic and the critique that lam 
ae to offer should not be regarded by the reader as simply an academic exercise 

ut as a political piece. Throughout this paper my concern will be not only the 


ne ite of the erroneous and un-Marxist theories of Professor Nabudere but also 
1S political opportunism. 
aes eeu ae 


*Examination reply to the i iti o 
eo question °Critically Evaluate Nabudere’s Analysis of Multilate™ 
Imperialism After the Second World War,’ later published in Maji Maji No. 33 1977. 
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In the first place, it is my conviction that N 
imperialism 1S hot something new: in actua 
academicians. The only difference is that he poses himself asa ‘Marxist-Leninist by 
using quite profusely and indiscriminately Marxist jargons and phraseology. With 
this, therefore, he has managed to cause a lot of ideological confusion, particularly 
among a great number of Dar es Salaam University students, especially those who 
are just starting to learn the science of Marxism-Leninism. As far as I am 
concerned, therefore, unlike those who are easily taken in by new ideas, the 
importance of Professor Nabudere’s works”, i.e. his analysis of ‘multilateral’ 
imperialism and the corresponding political conclusions, lies not in his penchant for 
strong words instead of strong arguments; not in high-sounding phrases such as 
‘multilateralism’, ‘multilateral imperialist strategy’, ‘financial oligarchies of the 
imperialist countries’, ‘Multilateral imperialist arrangement’, ‘new-Marxists’ and 
the like; but in the class interests such analysis objectively represents — regardless of 
whether or not the professor is subjectively aware of them. 

Revealing the way in which Nabudere’s analysis of ‘multilateral’ imperialism is 
metaphysically economistic, inconsistent and politically opportunistic is the task 
that I will attempt to tackle. Given the time constraint and academic ‘terrorism’, 
that beset an undergraduate student in this University, my critique should be taken 
as a modest attempt at unravelling Professor Nabudere’s analysis and at no time 
should it be regarded as exhaustive. 


‘MULTILATERAL’ IMPERIALISM 


abudere’s analysis of ‘multilateral’ 
| fact, it is typical of all liberal 





It is my considered opinion that any work on imperialism that claims to be 
scientific must, among other aspects, deal with analysis of class relations and also it 
must attempt to identify concrete contradictions of a given social formation. This 
means that imperialism must be concretely defined and analysed or else any talk of 
‘fighting against imperialism, imperialism is the enemy’ and so forth loses its 
meaning. For it should be remembered that nowadays, it is quite fashionable for 
any one, be he Banda, Kaunda, Kenyatta, the Shah of Iran or Mobutu to regard 
imperialism as the enemy. So it is essential for anyone claiming to be a Marxist to 
present a class analysis of imperialism — and at no time should sloganeering 
substitute for analysis. 

Unfortunately, what Nabudere presents to the world is not at all Marxist 
exposition of imperialism, as he claims. In the ‘Introduction’ to The Political 
Economy of Imperialism, Professor Nabudere tries to define what he calls 


‘multilateral’ imperialism along the following lines: 


This is modern imperialism operating under conditions of narrowing 
horizons created by the emergence of the socialist system that was marked by 
the October Revolution. The Second World War worsened the 
contradictions between the imperialist countries, which led to a devastating 
destruction of the productive forces among vanquished and victors alike. The 
US which emerged as the strongest power, soon dictated a new redivision of 
the world based on the Open-Door policy. A system of multilateral 
institutions was worked out under US supervision to anchor this repisasion: 
The dissolution of bilateral colonial markets marked this. redivision. The 

in these open neo-colonial markets as long as 


i wcompete1 ; ; 
Ae eee SON eae rise of the transnational corporate strategy 1S 


; 3 
the direct result of these developments. | i 
-Elaborating mote on this post-war strategy — one wonders how ee 
be connected with a strategy! - the Professor singles out the US as the power behin 
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it and whose rationale, we are told, it ‘basically to get rid of imperial and colonial 
markets which its allies enjoyed to the detriment of the US’. He continues to say 


that 


the main culprit against whom US strategies were aimed was clearly Britain 
herself for she controlled the biggest empire. . .* 


Reading through his manuscripts, one gets the impression that this ‘multilateral’ 
imperialism is a more or less conscious creation of the US. For example, he says 
‘The planning of a multilateral system of world production, trade and finance was 
therefore to be achieved by a three-pronged tactical approach; namely by creating 
trade, monetary, financial and political institutions’. And the objectives of this 
‘economic strategy’ were 


aimed at creating fewer obstacles to movement of capital and payments on 
current transactions. Trade flows had to be influenced by relative price 
considerations rather than by artificial means to strike a bilateral balance. 
Purchases had to be made in cheapest markets and sales in the most lucrative. 
Such multilateral strategy, it was assumed, would promote the international 
division of labour under the monopoly capitalism of the post-war era and 
encourage each country to specialise in the production of those goods in 
which it enjoyed the ‘greatest comparative advantage’. This would lead to the 
best allocation of resources on an international scale.5 


Then we are finally told that 


this post-war imperialist arrangement, worked out at Bretton Woods and 
Havana, found its expression in the multilateral. institutions which were 
created for this purpose, 


and these institutions are the United Nations — which is a ‘political institution’; the 
IMF ‘through which monopoly capital in the post-war period tried to facilitate a 
currency and monetary policy to enable multilateral trade and finance to function’. 
Another is the IBRD (the World Bank) whose role was ‘the mobilization of capital 
for construction and to stimulate the flow of private investment’. The last is the 
GATT, whose objective was ‘the general elimination of quantitative restrictions’. 
According to the Professor, the creation of these ‘multilateral’ institutions at 
Bretton Woods and Havana; the rise of what he calls transnational corporations, 
together with a shift in the pattern of investment in the ‘Third World’ countries — a 
shift from extractive imperialism. For him, without a clear understanding of these 
institutions and organs, it is ‘impossible to comprehend’ not only ‘the 
contradictions that characterised Uganda’s first ten years and the subsequent 
period under military dictatorship’ but also, impliedly, the phenomenon of neo- 
colonialism. ) . : oe 
_ One thing which strikes me from this analysis is that, first, ‘multilateral’ 
imperialism is regarded asa ‘strategy’, more or less as.a ‘policy’ pursued by the US. 
This is manifested in his use of expressions such as ‘planning’, ‘tactical approach’ 
and so forth. Secondly, imperialism is identified or rather associated with countries, 
namely the US, Britain etc., and this will be clear when we look at what he 
considers as the immediate enemy of the Uganda revolution. © 
My objection to such type of analysis is twofold: first, it is un-Marxist to identify 
imperialism with ‘strategy’ or a ‘policy’ and with this regard, Nabudere’s analysis 
comes very close to that of Kautsky against whom Lenin argued. 
scat ponan aaa analysis is very much economistic. For him, poneper 
duet Sis ve ‘perations): the. cartels, ‘the: multilateral institutions 2 
ytning. “Actually, when he speaks about imperialism one gets the impression 
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that he 1s speaking about these institutions. To be more precise, his analysis of 
‘multilateral’ imperialism is essentially an economic a nalysis of the power of the 
transnational Corporations and their expansion in the capitalist world. 

But Marxism-Leninism teaches us that monopolies, parliaments, armies, 
schools, libraries, etc. are simply structures; that is, they are organizational forms of 
certain class interests, and that unless the class nature of these structures is analysed, 
one won't be able to comprehend social reality and its movement. 

A hundred years ago, Marx defined capital in the following terms: 





...capital is not a thing, but rather a definite social production relation, 
belonging toa definite historical formation of society, which is manifested in 
a thing and lends this thing a specific social character. Capital is not the sum 
of the material and produced means of production. Capital is rather the 
means of production transformed into capital, which in themselves are no 
more capital than gold or silver in itself is money. It is the means of 
production monopolised by a certain section of society, confronting living 
labour-power as products and working conditions rendered independent of 
this very labour-power, which are personified through this antithesis in 
capital.® 


Likewise, finance capital, which is the basis of imperialism — the highest stage of 
capitalism - is a social relation of production and it is only pursuing a class analysis 
that it can be defined in concrete terms. But to talk of imperialism as ‘intervening’, 
sometimes as setting ‘its foot on the soil of Uganda’; or as something that can be 
‘convinced’, or ‘scared’ or that which can “pay heed” or “initiate” something clearly 
shows that the author does not understand what imperialism is. In actual fact, such 
conceptualisation only serves to cement the current view on imperialism — a view 
which regards imperialism as a monster residing somewhere in America or Western 
Europe; i.e. as a foreign entity located far away. 


ON EXPLOITATION 


Nabudere’s shallowness in Marxism is also seen in the way he uses the concepts of 
exploitation and surplus-value. But let us first examine the former: 


The recent Lome Convention merely helped to bring together 46 African, 
Caribbean and Pacific countries (ACP) under new arrangement of the 
enlarged European Community, to continue the exploitation of these 
countries.’ 


Such formulations - of their countries being exploited by imperialist countries -— 
are heard almost daily from the lips of exploiting classes in the Third World 
countries. It is therefore unpardonable for a ‘Marxist-Leninist’ to use the same 
language and meaning as the capitalists do. For one thing, to speak of the ‘Third 
World’ being exploited by imperialism not only reveals one’s ignorance of what 
imperialism is, but also one’s ignorance of the Marxist conception of exploitation. 
For it must be working people who can be exploited. Criticising Emmanuel for a 


similar error, Bettleheim had this to say: 


_, the concept of exploitation expresses a production relation, production of 
surplus labour and appropriation of this by a social class — it necessarily 
relates to class relations (and a relation between ‘countries Is not and cannot 


be a relation between Classes). This, too, is why a mere transfer of surplus 
her exploiters) of the poor countries to the 


value from the capitalists (or ot : UALCS - 
capitalists of the rich countries cannot be described as ‘exploitation’ in the 
strict sense of the word, since only working people can be exploited but not 
other exploiters.* 
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It is this misconception of ‘exploitation’ which leads the Professor tO very queer 
and adventurist political conclusions, such as that in the neo-colony. 4 
capitalist (capital) and a worker (labour) can embrace each other under tlie 
proletarian ideology and effect the national democratic revolution. How this canbe 
done, given that the dominant ideology in these neo-colonies is bourgeois, is q 
question which can only be answered by the Professor himself. 

My second quarrel with the Professor is his indiscriminate use of the concept of 
surplus-value. Throughout his works, the only form of surplus extraction that takes 
place in the neo-colonies is that of surplus-value. This, probably, is useful in his 
own analysis because he is more concerned with the exploitation of the ‘Third 
World’ countries by ‘imperialism’, rather than with the exploitation of the working 
people in these neo-colonies. For example, we hear that, 


Falling profitability compels monopolies to invest overseas in order to 
extract more surplus-value . . . Thus imperialist exploitation of weaker 
countries is a function of its contradictory development .. . ° 


This use of the category surplus-value is justified because, for him, all the neo- 
colonies are characterised by capitalist relations of production; that means, with the 
emergence of monopoly capital, only one single mode of production — the capitalist 
mode — is pervasive. In the case of Uganda, for example, we are told ‘Thus the 
peasant is drawn into capitalist commodity production and capitalism - 
particularly under monopoly capitalism — turns him into a-‘near-proletarian hand’. 
[my emphasis]!® And then he goes on to support his own erroneous view by 
quoting Engels out of context - for Engels was speaking under totally different 
socio-economic conditions to those obtaining now in neo-colonial Uganda where 
capitalism has not managed as yet to establish capitalist relations of production, as 
Nabudere asserts. He would be out to ask to prove that assertion of his. Moreover, 
if what he says is true, that is, the capitalist relations of production are pervasive 
(i.e., capitalists and workers), then he would noi only be contradicting himself that 
the peasantry consists of 90%! of the total population in Uganda, but it would also 
be nonsensical to speak to the effect that, ‘the new democratic revolution is in 
essence a peasant question with the working class as its leader. . . 12 ; 

I would submit, therefore, that in the neo-colonial countries, Uganda included, 
there are many more modes of production than simply the capitalist mode - 
although the latter is ina dominant position. Hence, there are many more forms of 
surplus extraction besides surplus-value. Thus the categorisation of the various 
forms of surplus extraction from the producing classes in the neo-colonies is not a 
simple matter of generalisation (surplus-value only!!), but it calls for a concrete 
analysis of each social formation. Here, therefore, lies the usefulness of 
understanding the combination of modes of production. For itis only thus that one 
is able to characterise the various social classes in the rural areas rather than speak 
of the ‘peasantry’ in general, as if it were a homogeneous entity with no marked 
differentiation. Connected with this, therefore, are the phenomena of merchant 
capital and unequal exchange, which Nabudere repudiates. Although his criticisms 
against Emmanuel are well taken, nevertheless his repudiation of the concept 
altogether cannot be entertained. Again, what form does the surplus product which 
1s extracted by the Tanzanian Authorities (coffee, tobacco, sisal, etc.) from the petty 


ates producers in the ruralareas take? Is it surplus-value, merchant profit of 
at: - are ie é : 





> ro ae | {x3 
“> ta 2 
+ 4 <> L 


(7p 4" ow | re : 
‘ee F Poet ae ¥ gt ee feds cage ‘ 


CLASS, STATE AND NA TION 


Marxism-Leninism consiste 


, ntly holds the ament: ct] in: 
revolutions is that of st 5 S that the fundamental question in all 


ate power. 


—The General Line 


Marxism maintains that any exploitative social system can only be sustained 
precisely because of the presence of the instrument (political) of oppression, namely 
the state. Furthermore, it also maintains that the state being the seat of political 
power and hence the focus of all class struggles, its seizure and its destruction by the 
rising (exploited) Class become the chief objective. To talk of revolution, therefore, 
without speaking and specifying this chief objective is to betray one’s opportunism. 
I shall come to this shortly. 

At the level of structures, the state consists of the following organs: the repressive 
machinery, ideological instruments, the government and bureaucracy. But what is 
important as far as the state is concerned is not these structures, whose quantitative 
magnitudes can differ from one state to another. What is of important, and 
particularly for any Marxist, is the class nature of a particular state. For these 
structures are merely reflections of particular class interests in a given social 
formation. Furthermore, Marxism also maintains that there can never be a state 
without a corresponding ruling class. These are fundamental principles which can 
never compromised. This is my view. 

It is, therefore, sheer opportunism for someone of Nabudere’s calibre to state: 





Multilateral imperialism under neo-colonialism means that Uganda became 
a state of the total bourgeoisie of which the financial oligarchies of the 


imperialist countries 1s the ruling strata. The joint rule and joint exploitation 
of Uganda (sic!) [very similar to Kautsky’s joint exploitation of the world by 


internationally united finance capital, which Lenin constantly repudiated] 
was to be on the basis of monopolistic (sic) competition of the monopolies of 
these countries, [emphasis mine]!? 


Although this type of lifeless and abstract theorisationis essential for Nabudere’s 
conclusions, such as ‘a direct proletarian onslaught on the international bourgeois’ 
~ very close to Trostkyite propositions — it has nothing in common with Marxism 
and in particular with Marxist teaching on the theory of the state. From a Marxist 
point of view, the colonial, neo-colonial and imperialist states are all qualitatively 
different political organs and to regard the change from a colonial to a neo-colonial 
state as simply a ‘change of persons, institutions’ as the ‘Marxist-Leninist’ Professor 
Nabudere maintains, is, as far as | am concerned, the highest degree of opportunism. 

Elsewhere, the Professor goes on to state the ‘transformation from the colonial 
state to a neo-colonial state cannot change the rule of ‘wealth’ of finance capital, the 
tule of the financial oligarchy, the imperialist international bourgeoisie. . . Here 
again the Professor betrays his own ignorance of the dialectical relationship 
between the economic base and the political superstructure. He loses sight of the 
simple Marxist thesis which advances that though it is the economic base which 
Bives rise to a given political superstructure, however, it is only through the latter 
that the former can be transformed. The professor cannot see the qualitative 
difference and change from colonial to neo-colonial state because he is deeply 
immersed j \ysical economism. ; 

As ban ee po note at the beginning of this essay, Mao emphasises 


theipoint siern=ienimasmis ausciemoe rol revolution and hence ‘we should 
P that Marxism-Leni ion’. And that ‘it is not justa matter of 


'egard it notasa dogma, but asa guide toactl 
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understanding the general laws derived by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin from 
their extensive study of real life and revolutionary experience, but of studying thei, 
standpoint and method of examining and resolving problem’.!4 

But when we come to examine the way Professor Nabudere treats the national] 
question, one is left with no doubt that the Professor is simply making a caricature 
of Marxism. The whole section is full of stereotyped definitions and quotations from 
the founders of Marxism. In his effort to raise himself to the level of Marx, Lenin 
and Mao, he has just managed to trivialise the science of Marxism-Leninism. 

The premise which Nabudere uses as the foundation for the non-existence of 
nations in the present colonies is that of Stalin’s definition of a nation as ‘historical 
category belonging to a definite epoch of rising capitalism’. The Professor goes on 
to say that, 


on the basis of this definition these countries [meaning colonies and neo- 
colonies] are not nations. Like all colonial, semi-colonial and neo-colonial 
countries, they are ‘oppressed’ countries and not nations. Here the national 
question has never been resolved and, therefore, it still constitutes today’s 
fundamental contradiction between these countries and imperialism.'° 


This is a typical example of prostituting Marxism and regarding it as a dogma. 
When ‘classical’ Marxist definitions do not fit into describing or analysing a given 
social phenomenon then the phenomenon does not exist. This sort of approach has 
nothing in common with Marxism-Leninism; it is a complete vulgarisation of tt. It 
is also interesting and actually quite proposterous for Professor Nabudere to deny 
the existence of nations in the neo-colonies, when as early as 1900 Lenin was 
speaking of colonial people as nations: ‘Europeans often forget that colonial people 
too are nations’.!6 Elsewhere, having outlined that in England, France, Germany 
etc., the national problem had been solved long ago, Lenin goes on to say that, 


The undeveloped countries area different matter. They embrace the whole of 
Eastern Europe and all colonies and semi-colonies. . . In those areas, asa rule, 
there still exist oppressed and capitalistically underdeveloped nations. 
Objectively, these nations will have general tasks to accomplish, namely 
democratic tasks, the tasks of overthrowing foreign oppression. !7 


Had Professor Nabudere been consistent in his formulation, then that would 
have been another case. He denies one thing here, but then he acknowledges its 
existence some time later. The question is: How can Professor Nabudere speak so 
much about the ‘new national democratic revolution’ when there are no nations in 
these neo-colonies? Actually the entire Chapter XIV of his Imperialism and 
Revolution in Uganda is devoted to the whole issue of the national democratic 
revolution in Uganda. Moreover, if colonial Vietnam and semi-colonial China were 
not nations (under the rule of imperialism), how does Nabudere dare quote them as 
examples of where national liberation wars and national revolutions triumphed? In 
other words, if there are no nations in the neo-colonies, what then are his premises 
for the so-called national democratic revolutions? These are the questions which 
can better be answered by the Professor himself. 

When it comes to specifying concretely (in Uganda) who is the immediate enemy 
today, Nabudere fails miserably to do this work; the reason for this failure is tha! 
the analysis is ‘relatively difficult’. And instead, therefore we are just treated to the 
same sloganeering; imperialism again and again is the enemy: 


, 7 sis] of 

a bei the enemy of the people [who are the people? — no class analysis] ‘a 

2 Sse Js imperialism in general. But since intra-imperialist rivalry WI 
4 ganda was introduced under neo-colonialism, it is important to determ 
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at each point in time whi ae 
rivalry rae which of the Imperialist powers, during periods of acute 
Fup Ose ae 7 ie is the main supporter of local reaction. For the 
Bing 8, : ngt ening the struggle and uniting all the forces capable of 

» 1 IS necessary to identify that imperialist power [one wonders 


hhether imperiali : “ ve Ma Tar 
W Imperialism can be identified with imperialist powers] as the 
immediate main enemy.!8 


He SOMES by saying, ‘Western imperialism therefore, for us, at this moment 
SO today’s principal enemy in Uganda, with the British, French and US 
imperialists [sic] as the main ones’.!9 


So, at last, we are told (ina Mwongozo-type definition of imperialism) who is the 
immediate enemy today in Uganda. 


CONCLUSION 


There are a number of fundamental issues — such as Soviet social imperialism, of 
which Professor Nabudere does not say evena single word in spite of the fact that he 
is dealing with ‘multilateral’ imperialism — with which we have not dealt in this 
critique. 

All in all, I find Nabudere’s analysis of what he calls ‘multilateral’ imperialism, 
which is just a disguised version of Kautsky’s ‘ultra-imperialism’, a hopeless piece of 
work full of sloganeering only, and abuses and insults of those whom he calls ‘neo- 
Marxists’. But so far as advancing the Marxist analysis of the theory of imperialism 
is concerned, he has failed miserably. His works, therefore, can as well be placed in 
the museum of antiquity for posterity, so that future East African revolutionaries 
can judge for themselves what manner of man Professor Nabudere is and the 
objective class interests he represents. 
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ON MULTINATIONAL IMPERIALISM 
AND OTHER RELATED ISSUES 


(A Reply to a Petty-bourgeois Critic of Nabudere’s 
Political Economy of Imperialism) 


Takyiwaa Manuh and Sipula Kabanje 


We have come across an essay circulating around the University campus by a 
Third-Year student of East African Society and Environment (EASE), to which we 
have decided to respond, since in our view it raises many erroneous points of thecry 
and betrays remarkable confusion. As the writer did not dare put his name we shall 
simply for the sake of convenience refer to him as Ndugu EASE III.* 


1. MULTILATERAL IMPERIALISM 


The facts show that differences between capitalist countries, e.g. in the matter 
of protection or free trade, only give rise to insignificant variations in the 
form of monopolies, or in the moment of their appearance; and that the rise 
of monopolies, asa result of theconcentration of production, isa general and 
fundamental law of the present stage of development of capitalism.! 


The above quote from Lenin needs to be borne in mind when discussing 
imperialism and trying to find out what is its essence. Thus monopoly is the essence 
of imperialism, and the transnational corporation in the era of multilateral 
imperialism is only one form. 

Nabudere concretely discusses in his book the period of the rise of monopoly and 
the rise of modern imperialism. 

An analysis of imperialism cannot but be an economic analysis, a preoccupation 
with its economic essence. Lenin stresses this point: 


I trust that this pamphlet will help the reader to understand the fundamental 
economic question viz., the question of the economic essence of imperialism, 
for unless this is studied, it will be impossible to understand and appraise 
modern war and modern politics? [our emphasis]. 


Therefore Ndugu EASE III’s comment that Nabudere’s analysis of multilateral 
imperialism is ‘essentially an economistic analysis of the power of the transnational 
corporations and their expansion in the capitalist world’ is not only meaningless 
and shows that he does not comprehend the essence of imperialism, but also 
opportunistic in so far as he quotes Marx’s statement that capital is a social relation. 
From this, he jumps to the demand that Nabudere has to make a class analysis of 
the structures set up under multilateral imperialism in order for us to understand 
finance capital. Obviously Ndugu EASE III has not read Part IIl:of Nabudere’s 
book, dealing with the rise of the financial oligarchy. This financial oligarchy are 4 
Minority section of the bourgeoisie. It is the section which has monopolis¢ 


*The author of the essay, which appears in this volume on p. 206, is Joakim Mwamil 
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imperialism the financial oligarchy of ‘im soe coer Sharp Pesta phage of 
pritain, United States, France see ae uae UD ET ASE COUNTERS Great 
orld by their capital. At that time Br: many — were able to subjugate the whole 
ec oer i a t that time Britain was the leading imperialist power. This 
ability of the financial oligarchy to im ‘ence; cae namine Hd: 
s in no way denied unde y pose its domination over the rest of the world 
1s 10 wre nder multilateral imperialism. The point that is made is that 
under the changed balance of forces, the U.S. financial oligarchy came out as the 
leader. The World Bank, for example, is an institution of the world financial 
oligarchy, but the control of each over this institution is determined by their 
respective command of finance capital. Reality happens to be that the U.S. 
financial oligarchy dominates in this institution not because the other imperialist 
countries want it that way but because the institution is an objective manifestation 
of the enormous power of U.S. finance capital. U.S. imperialism emerges as a 
leading power under conditions whereby the weakened imperialist powers were the 
majority shareholders of the colonial world. 

Now the rearrangement of the then existing order entailed the reflection of this 
historic contradiction, that is the colossal power of the U.S., on the one hand, 
without a significant share of the world’s colonies, and, on the other hand the 
possession of colonies by the European and British imperialist powers whose 
economic power had declined considerably. This meant that the U.S. had to strive 
for colonial markets to correspond with its new position in the world economy. And 
this was done. As Lenin putit‘...the capitalists divide the world. ..and they divide it 
in proportion to capital, in proportion to strength, because there cannot be any 
other method of division under commodity production and capitalism. But 
strength varies with the degree of economic and political development’.* As we can 
see, the rearrangements that emerged - the World Bank, IMF, the GATT — were 
initiated by the U.S., though not without an amount of resistance from the other 
imperialist powers. In all these institutions the U.S. played the leading role, and this 
reflects the historic movement of the U.S. to the apex of world imperialism. It is a 
manifestation of the inherent law of uneven development in capitalism, implying 
that capitalist countries do not develop their productive forces at the same rate. 
This disparity in the development of the productive forces is reflected in political 
relations between countries. As Marx and Engels pointed out, ‘The relations of 
different nations among themselves depend upon the extent to which each has 
developed its productive forces.” 

This is how we can see, for instance, that the era of competitive capitalism is more 
or less like the ‘policies’ of British imperialism, precisely because Britain had 
developed its productive forces to such an extent that it was christened the 
‘workshop of the world’. At the level of the superstructure the hegemony of the 
British appeared as if the execution of its policies were determined by the subjective 
whims of its policy-makers. In reality, this was determined by the triumphant 
industrial bourgeoisie of that country. So it is today that in the post-World War Il 
period, the U.S. became the leading centre of finance capital within the world that 
had just emerged from a war for redivision of spheres of influence. Given that the 
U.S. financial oligarchy was the most powerful in the world, it had to pursue its own 
class interests taking into account the fact that the other imperialist powers were 
defeated but not destroyed, and taking into account the interest of the bourgeoisie 
as a whole in their struggle against communism and the national liberation one 22! 
The U.S. could not settle the issue of spheres of influence through ie This ek 
have meant a further crisis for capitalism under conditions highly favourable for 
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proletarian revolution. This is why we find that at this juncture multilateralism 
comes out asa most expedient form for the financial oligarchy as a whole. But this 
unity against communism and the forces of national liberation did not preclude 
inter-imperialist rivalry, and this explains the emergence of regional Organisations 
such as the EEC to resist American dominance. 

The power of U.S. imperialism is reflected in the establishment of the institutions 
we have mentioned. Ndugu EASE III, not comprehending the objective power of 
finance capital, staves that ‘one gets the impression that this “multilateral” 
imperialism is more or less, a conscious creation of the U.S.’ To him the U.S. ruling 
class, which determines American policy, is abstracted from the financial oligarchy, 
He cannot link up what he reads about multilateral imperialism with what has been 
discussed before about finance capital. Capital does not operate in a vacuum, but 
under conditions created by the capitalists in struggle with the working class and 
other classes. He fails to see the functional role of the IBRD, the iMF and the 
GATT for the financial oligarchy in general and that of the U.S. in particular. This 
same error of not seeing the movement of finance capital under given historic 
conditions leads him to focus on the semantic aspect of the text and to abstract from 
the social reality described therein. This is why he ‘wonders how imperialism can be 
connected with a strategy’. 

He concludes that Nabudere’s analysis comes very close to that of Kautsky. 
Perhaps we need to remind ourselves of the sense in which Lenin argued against 
Kautsky. For Kautsky, imperialism was the striving of every advanced industrial 
capitalist country to annex agrarian territory.5 Lenin points out that in defining 
imperialism thus, Kautsky puts the role of the merchant in the forefront over the 
financier; secondly, he makes imperialism only a struggle for agrarian territory 
whereas in actual fact imperialism also strives to annex even highly industrialised 
regions. By positing imperialism as a ‘policy preferred by finance capital’, Lenin 
explains, Kautsky detaches the politics of imperialism from its economics. Now 
where does Nabudere do this in his book? Ndugu EASE III would be hard-put to 
point out where this occurs. 

But isn’t it interesting that Nabudere’s analysis is Kautskyite, i.e. separating the 
politics of imperialism from its economics, and economistic at the same time? This 
is a riddle that only Ndugu EASE III, can solve. 


2. ON EXPLOITATION 


Ndugu EASE III criticises Nabudere when the latter refers to the Lome 
Convention, speaking about the control and continued exploitation by the 
monopolies of the countries of the Third World. As to the issue of countries being 
exploited by imperialism, let us recall what Lenin said about the export of capital 
providing *. ..a solid basis for the imperialist oppression and exploitation of most of 
the countries and nations of the Soh IN(oais lea ca abuismede ticker wien handful o! 
wealthy states.* [our emphasis] Ndugu EASE III can go ahead and criticise Len!" 
for being ‘ignorant’ of the ‘Marxist’ conception of exploitation since, according t© 
Ndugu, a country cannot be exploited, it is only the working people who can be 
exploited. 

The concept of exploitation under capitalism refers to the capital-labow! 
relationship, and nobody is saying that the petty-bourgeoisie are being exploited. 
1s significant that Lenin talks about imperialist oppression and exploitatio” 
because, as we shall show, the petty-bourgeoisie and ‘national’ bourgeo!s! is 
oppressed by finance capital and as such have a contradiction with imperialis™ 

ore the quotation from Bettelheim that Ndugu EASE III cites does not prove a" ane 


D3 4 
Bettelheim criticises Emmanuel for his conce 
taking place a the level of exchange). We have said that exploitation under 
capitalism involves the capital-labour relationship, i.e. it takes place at the level of 
production. He when we talk of exploitation we are talking of the appropriation 
pisurpluswatue at the level of production and not a mere transfer of surplus value, 
which is Just merchant profit. In our neo-colonies the monopolies are engaged 
directly in production. Thus in the Lome Convention, one of the compulsory 
conditions under which a neo-colony qualifies for loans under the European 
Development Fund is that it must allow only firms from the EEC member 
countries to carry out the projects to which such funds are devoted. Thus the main 
reason for setting up the Lome Convention was to ‘consolidate the EEC’s 
economic footing in these countries, both for the community as a whole and for the 
individual members, and to tie Africa to the economy of the EEC.” 

On the so-called absolutisation of the capital-labour relationship by Nabudere, 
and the consequent conclusion that surplus value is the only form of extraction of 
surplus, we need to make a preliminary point. On the one hand, we are told that 
Nabudere does not understand what exploitation is, 1.¢. that he does not 
understand the capital-labour relationship, namely the appropriation of surplus 
value. On the other hand, Nabudere manages to absolutise the capital-labour 
relationship. Are these two positions not contradictory? 

Ndugu EASE III would have us believe that capitalist relations have not yet been 
established in our neo-colonies. If he accepts that capitalist production exists in our 
countries, will he accuse us of quoting ‘out of context’ the general law Marx laid 
down that: 


pt of unequal exchange (exploitation 


wherever capitalist production takes root it destroys all forms of commodity 
production which are based either on the self-employment of the producers, 
or merely on the sale of the excess product as commodities. Capitalist 
production first makes the production of commodities general, and then by 
deprees transforms all commodity production into capitalist commodity 
production.® 


Thus, as we see, the peasants in the neo-colony start producing tea, sisal, coffee, 
cocoa and other cash crops. The monopolies set up plant and soil research 
institutions, credit institutions and marketing organisations to make sure that 
production takes place in an orderly way. Thus under the International Coffee 
Agreement of 1962, there is a coffee fund which is for the advancement of credit 
facilities to the producers and for research. This fund is directly linked to the World 
Bank, so that ultimately the coffee producer is supervised by finance capital at a 
multilateral level. Nabudere shows concretely in his manuscript on Uganda the 
control by finance capital of production itself. There is no contradiction between 
the fact that capitalist relations of production are pervasive and the fact that 907% of 
the total population of U ganda consists of the peasantry. The issue is their 
exploitation by finance capital, which determines in advance in terms of what to 
produce, how and when to produce, and at what price the peasantry will sell. 

The neo-colony is a source of raw materials and markets for the products of the 
financial oligarchy and is consequently prevented from developing its productive 
forces; thus capitalist relations are predominant. But since in the colonies, semi- 
colonies and neo-colonies these relations are the historic creations of the financial 
oligarchy and not due to the internal development of the productive forces, we find 
Co-existing obsolete relations of production which become denuded jose) 
essence, and remain pre-capitalist only in form. For example, even the products 
that the merchant circulates are products of the financial oligarchy. 
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Indeed we should like to know what modes of production the Ndugu is referrin 


to when he seems to speak of other modes of production independent of Capitalist 


development! It is not the combination of modes of production which helps yg to 


understand the various social classes within the peasantry, as 1s suggested. When we 
see a poor peasant working for a kulak and receiving : ol we recognise itasa 
capital-labour relationship. Lack of dialectics, however, prevents our Ndugu from 
grasping the fundamental movement In the neo-colonies, from comprehending the 
various social classes and making out the principal ones from secondary. 

He fails to do so since he cannot see surplus value as a form of surplus product 
which takes predominance in society under the capitalist order. The same lack of 
particularity in history comes out when he talks about merchant capital. There was, 
sometime in the past, merchant capital within the womb of feudalism, under 
industrial capital, and to some extent even under finance capital. However, these 
forms of merchant capital have played different roles under different social- 
economic conditions. What does our anonymous writer mean bya merchant? Does 
he mean the petty trader who gets credits from the banks? Under finance capital the 
small capitalist must rely heavily on the banks to survive. 

The very fact that other forms of extraction of surplus that exist beside the 
dominant mode of appropriation of surplus value are remnants of the past shows 
that capitalism in our countries has not developed as a revolutionary force that 
dissolves all archaic relations. This means that imperialism does not develop 
capitalism on behalf of the neo-colonies! The days of the revolutionary bourgeoisie 
are done and gone. As Lenin stressed, imperialism is parasitic, decaying and 
moribund capitalism. When the Chinese communists were preparing for anassault 
on the financial oligarchy they knew who the principal enemy was. They did not 
bother themselves with the various modes of production in order to comprehend 
the facts that people were being exploited also by other classes other than the 
imperialists. 

When Nabudere attacked the centre-periphery ideologists - Emmanuel, Amin 
and others — he showed very clearly that these petty-bourgeois ideologues confuse 
issues of production relations and exploitation with the question of prices. This 
formula inevitably leads to reformist conclusions objectively, regardless of the 
wishes of the proponents. 

Nabudere points out, 


The whole centre-periphery ideology plays into the hands of, the populist 
‘national bourgeoisie’ and petty bougeoisie. The populists who have for years 
been making noises in the GATT, the UNCTAD and the UNO that they are 
being cheated as Third World countries in international markets find their 
ideology ready-made for them by the Emmanuels and Amins. The struggle 
the neo-colonial peoples is directed towards trade councils, and negotiations 
on terms of trade’ and ‘exchange rates’, and away from class struggle.’ 


It was the major contribution of Marx in political economy to prove that the 
enrichment of the capitalist class does take place on the exchange of equivalents a” 
os es Pipe by hiking up prices. Whatever exceptions may be found with ee. 
0 ee Se onaviee under specific conditions, these cannot be elevated to! 
tas . ~m new’ law. To waver from this is to abandon Marxist political economy 
he ene! — or ch of obscurantism, a state which will in no manent a 
ain imperialism and its e: itati ntries 
stig Ds hit iy i exploitation and oppression of our cou 
y tor fia" *. wetene, tod 


MEER gioco!) +, os 


3, CLASS, STATE AND NATION 


Ndugu EASE III starts his attack 


on Nabudere’s c 
uoting from the General Line that S conception of the state by 


‘Marxism-Leninism ti 
te Ss j sm constituently holds that 
the fundamental question in all revolutions is that of state power.’ Fine. Then he 


tells MS ruse Marxist point of view, the colonial, neo-colonial and imperialist 
states are all qualitatively different political organs’ 

How 2 Sean, state qualitatively different from an imperialist state? Let us 
sum up the Marxist thesis on the state. Engels says that, 


The state arose from the need to hold class antagonisms incheck, but because 


it arose, at the same time, in the midst of the conflict, of these classes, it is,asa 
rule [note!] the state of the most powerful, economically dominant class 

which, through the medium of the state. becomes also the politically 
dominant class and thus acquires new means of holding down and exploiting 
the oppressed class, !0 


Further on, Engels points out that the highest form (as it then was), the democratic 
republic, was an institution of the propertied class, the bourgeoisie. In this time, he 
noted, wealth exercised power over the state partly through the corruption of 
government officials but mainly through an alliance between government and the 
stock exchange. 

But under imperialism every bank is a stock exchange,!! Lenin tells us. Banks 
now become powerful monopolies having at their command almost the whole of 
the money capitalists and small businessmen and also the larger part of the means of 
production and sources of raw materials in any one country and in a number of 
countries. The huge banks merged or coalesced with industry at the beginning of the 
20th century and gave rise to the financial oligarchy. The financial oligarchy 
becomes the ruler of the world by virtue of its economic power. Noting this, Lenin 
quoted a bourgeois author who had correctly referred to France as ‘a nation of the 
financial oligarchy; it is the complete domination of the financial oligarchy; the 
latter dominates over the press and government’,!? 

What was said of France applied to all other imperialist states. Just to 
complement the remarks on France, Lenin cited another bourgeois author who, in 
referring io Germany, had this to say: ‘the economic liberty guaranteed by the 
German constitution has become in many departments of economic life a 
meaningless phrase’, said that under the rule of the plutocracy ‘even the widest 
political liberty cannot save us from being converted into a nation of unfree 


people’.!3 
Lenin stated: 


alone gives the monopolies complete guarantee against 
he struggle with competitors, including the contingency 
nd themselves by means of a law establishing a state 
is developed the more the shortage of raw 
the competition and the hunt for sources of 
ole world, the more desperate is the struggle 


Colonial possession 
all contingencies in t 
that the latter will defend the! 
monopoly. The more capitalism 
materials is felt, the more intense 
raw materials throughout the wh 
for the acquisition of colonies.'4 


Thus clearly the colony formed part of the imperialist state. The colonial state 


i i then, how can it be 
Can xt of the imperialist state. Now en, 
THR GaN TTR NORE ely different from the imperialist state? When 


said that the colonial state is qualitativ 
we talk Bi ualitative sande in the state we refer to a change in the relation 
3 | cter of the state is our index in judging change in 


betwe Naked class character 
a state ge ok ecm ra and colonial states are states of the dictatorship of 
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the bourgeoisie, of the financial oligarchy. But the rule of the financial] oligarchy 
cannot be restricted by political (legal) change. Lenin pointed this out: 


Finance capital is such a great, it may be said such a decisive force, jn all 
economic and in all international relations, that it 1s capable of subjectin 
and actually does subject to itself even states enjoying the fullest Politica] 
independence. !° 


In his polemics with Rosa Luxembourg on ‘The Right of Nations to Self- 
Determination’, Lenin pointed out that the political self-determination of nations 
and their independence as states in bourgeois society had nothing to do with their 
independence from finance capital.!* Hence, according to Lenin, the question of 
freedom from finance capital demanded a social revolution, whereas the question 
of self-determination was within the sphere of the broad struggle for democracy, 
By-the-by — a ruling class is not the same thing as ‘ruling individuals’. Ruling class 
represents a social power whose interests are maintained by the state. 

Now whose interests are maintained by the neo-colonial state? Surely it cannot be 
in the interests of the workers and peasants, since these are exploited. Nor canit be 
in the interests of the patriotic elements of the petty-bourgeoisie, since these are still 
crying for a New Economic Order. Nor, further, can it be to promote the ‘national 
bourgeoisie’, who are oppressed. Or is the neo-colony exploiting itself? Our Ndugu 
was wise enough to have noted earlier on that capital is a social relation of 
production. It follows that under imperialism the existing relations of production 
are geared to the exploitation of the neo-colony. We have argued above that the 
exploiter in our countries is the financial oligarchy and therefore the state operates 
in the interest of this class. The financial oligarchy rules in the neo-colony because it 
monopolises capital and industry while turning the neo-colonies into sources of raw 
material. The financial oligarchy is the exploiter of the proletariat and peasantry in 
the neo-colony as well as oppressor of the petty-bourgeoisie and the national 
bourgeoisie. 


4. THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


It would have been useful if our Ndugu had read through the whole of Lenin’s 
pamphlet A Caricature of Marxism and Imperialist Economism. Then he would 
have understood what Lenin meant when he spoke of colonial peoples as nations. 

As we have noted earlier, Lenin speaks of countries and nations when talking 
of exploitation and oppression. Now Lenin distinguishes three different types 
of countries when dealing with self-determination: 


First type: the advanced countries of western Europe (and America) where 
the national movement is a thing of the past. Second Type: Eastern Europe 
where it is a thing of the present. Third type: semi-colonies and colonies, 
where it is largely a thing of the future.!7 


Now what does Lenin mean by the national problem and its solution? In talking 
of Eastern Europe Lenin says that: 


only a Martian dreamer could deny that the national movement has not as 
_ been consumated there, that the awakening of the masses to the full use © 
their mother tongue and literature (and this is an absolute condition an 
concomitant of the full development of capitalism, of the full penetration © 
exchange to the very last peasant family) is still going on there .. - : 


3 a ee ee ; t 1S, 
Further he says ‘in the semi-colonies and colonies the national movemen 
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historically still younger than in Eastern Europe ’ [our emphasis]. From this, our 


Ndugu cannot abstract the statement that ‘colonial peoples too are nations’ to 
conclude that therefore the national question does not exist in the colonies and neo- 
colonies. Lenin here was using nations in a formal sense. When he talks of the 
general democratic tasks which the colonies (and now neo-colonies) have to solve 
he is actually talking about the solution of the national question, because he shows 
that national self-determination belongs to the realm of politics, and he cites the 
case of Norway’s secession from Sweden as an example. As he puts it. this example 
‘prove(s) again and again... that Norway’s “self-determination” and secession did 
not halt either the development of finance capital generally or the expansion of its 
operation in particular, or the buying up of Norway by the English!" 

The solution of the national question involves the tasks of overthrowing foreign 
oppression and creating conditions for the full development of capitalism. That is 
why the petty bourgeoisie and ‘national’ bourgeoisie are very interested in the 
solution of the national question. Historically this is what the solution of the 
national question has involved - the throwing off of the feudal yoke and 
restrictions, and the creation of national states for the full development of 
capitalism. However, as Mao points out, it is not possible for us to tread the path 
taken by western capitalism, in the era of imperialism. That is why the solution of 
the national question now is not for the establishment of bourgeois democratic 
republics. As Mao says: 


In this era any revolution ina colony or semi-colony (and we may add neo- 
colony) that is directed against imperialism, i.e. against the international 
bourgeoisie or international capitalism, no longer comes within the old 
category of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, but is part of the new world 


revolution, the proletarian socialist world revolution.’° [our emphasis]. 


When Lenin talks of the colonial peoples as nations he does not mean that they 
have already formed national states but that colonial peoples are nationalities and 
therefore entitled to form national states. Thus once again ‘nation’ here is used in its 
formal sense and notasa historical category in the sense used by Stalin. Both Lenin 
and Stalin stressed that the rise of imperialism linked the struggle for national self- 
determination in Europe to the struggles of the oppressed peoples in Asia and 
Africa against colonial domination. Stalin noted that: 





Formerly the national question was usually confined to a narrow circle of 
questions, concerning primarily ‘civilised’ nationalities. The Irish, the 
Hungarians, the Poles, the Finns, the Serbs and several other European 
nationalities — that was the circle of unequal peoples in whose destinies the 
leaders of the Second International were interested. The scores and hundreds 
of millions of Asian and African peoples who are suffering national 
oppression in its most savage and cruel form usually remained outside of 
their field of vision. They hesitated to put white and black, ‘civilised’ and 


“uncivilised’ on the same plane . . . *! [our emphasis] 


Ndugu EASE III should therefore not get emotional about Nabudere’s statement 
that our neo-colonies are not nations because, as we have shown historically, they 
have not fulfilled the conditions for the establishment of nations. . 

We need not bog ourselves down over why there should be a new national 
democratic revolution in the neo-colonies when there are no nations. We have 
shown that there are nationalities in the neo-colonies. Now Lenin cites Hilferding’s 


Statement that: 


capitalism itself gradually provides the subjugated with the means and 
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resources for their emancipation, and they set out to achieve the goal which 
once seemed highest to the European nations: the creation ofa united nation. 
state as a means to economic and cultural freedom. This movement fo; 
national independence threatens European capital in its most promising 
fields of exploitation, and European capital can maintain its domination 
only by continually increasing its military forces.?? [our emphasis]. 








Mao Tse-tung explains why this movement is different from that experienced in 
Western Europe and characterises it as ‘New Democracy’. 

It is from an examination of the concrete reality in the neo-colonies, i.e. who 
exploits whom and oppresses whom, that the demand for the new national 
democratic revolution is formulated. It is new because it differs from the old 
bourgeois demand; it is national because it embraces all sections of the population 
except the comprador bourgeoisie; and it is democratic because it seeks the widest 
possible area for the participation of all patriotic classes in national life, and foran 
end to national oppression. 

The conclusion that imperialism, the rule of finance capital, is the principal 
enemy in the neo-colonies does not arise from any mental gymnastics or pious 
wishes, but from concrete analysis of concrete situations. It is facile and serves the 
interests of imperialism to divide the national front against imperialism and the 
local comprador forces, to regard our petty bourgeois leaders in general as ‘the 
enemy’. 


3. ON SOVIET SOCIAL IMPERIALISM 


Since the Ndugu himself does not go into this issue we shall not take this matter 
any further than to say that the Introduction to Nabudere’s book, in it is stated that 
the Professor’s aim was to link up Lenin’s thesis on Imperialism with Marx’s 
Capital, in order to explain modern monopoly capitalism. It is thus not surprising 
that social imperialism does not feature in such a study. 


CONCLUSION 


We have tried to show that we cannot understand modern politics without 
understanding the question of the economic essence of imperialism. Thus the U.S.’ 
rise to predominance after the Second World War due to the great development of 
her productive forces and her lack of colonies on the one had, and the fact of the 
weakened position of the other imperialist powers coupled with their possession of 
large numbers of colonies, on the other, explain why imperialism operated in the 
form it did after the war. We have shown why peaceful rearrangement was 
Imperative given the narrowing horizons for imperialism created by the growing 
advance of socialism in Europe and the forces of national liberation in Africa, Asia 
and Latin America. It is only when we understand the fundamental economic 
question of imperialism and grasp the movement of finance capital under give? 
historic conditions that we shall avoid falling into the trap of abstraction by 
Tegarding multilateralism as a‘‘more or less conscious creation of the U-: 
Multilateral imperialism today is the reality of the power of the U.S. financial 
oligarchy reflected in the institutions that are set up under their initiative. 
te PER sais seat strategy of finance capital which creates conditions oon 
aaee is oe se eae to ensure that these oppressed countries remain se 
sources of ray i is of finance capital to serve as out-posts for capital ee. of the 
imperiatier s Aithes erials. The neo-colonial state is inevery way anappenc ag ‘nate 

State and 18 a state of the financial oligarchy because the latter dom 
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all production and industry and finance and appropriate surplus value from the 
workers and peasants in the neo-colony. It is this fact of imperialist domination, 
exploitation and oppression which leads to the necessity for the new national 
democratic revolution in which the workers and peasants seek to end their 
exploitation by finance capital, and the petty-bourgeoisie and ‘national 
bourgeoisie’ seek also to end imperialist oppression. This therefore makes possible 
a broad alliance of all democratic and patriotic forces within the neo-colony in the 
struggle against imperialism in order to resolve the national question. 

We should like to make one or two additional points before we end. The first 
concerns the opportunistic use by the anonymous writer, of the Albanian 
comrades’ position on the Theory of the Three Worlds, by lumping together Banda, 
Kaunda, Kenyatta, the Shah of Iran and Mobutu. This is, in our view, just an 
attempt to trivialise the argument in order to sound ultra-revolutionary. We need to 
point out that, in the end, both ‘left’ and ‘right’ opportunism serve the cause of 
reaction. The writer demands a concrete analysis of class relations within a society 
and yet he fails to make one himself. Why this double standard? Ndugu EASE III 
may accuse us of political opportunism,but if he cannot see the difference between 
patriotic elements and out-and-out agents of imperialism - for example, the 
difference between Nkrumah and Busia, between Kaunda and Kenyatta, between 
Lumumba and Mobutu, between Nyerere and the Shah of Iran, then he really hasa 
lot to learn. It is not just ‘fashionable’ for our petty-bourgeois leaders to cry against 
imperialism — they also do have contradictions with imperialism. This constitutes the 
dual character of the petty bourgeoisie. 

Secondly, it is very strange that Ndugu EASE III should have got the impression 
that Nabudere regards imperialism as residing somewhere in America or Western 
Europe. This is because Nabudere, especially in his manuscript on Uganda, shows 
how finance capital operating within Uganda and controlling the economy though 
the comprador-bourgeoisie who are their local agents has subjugated, exploited 
and oppressed that country for the last 80 years. It is the ‘penchant’ for abstraction 
again which makes the Ndugu fix on words like ‘intervening’, ‘convinced’, ‘scared’ 
etc., and makes it difficult for him to comprehend the reality that is being presented, 
namely the reality of the dominance of finance capital in our countries. 
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INSTRUMENT OF POSITIVE IDEALISM 
Obeid Mkama 


] read with great interest Omwony-Ojwok’s “review” of Professor Nabudere’s 
Political Economy of Imperialism. : 

Omwony-Ojwok applauds the appearance of his fellow academician’s book asan 
event of major historical significance for the people in East Africa and the Third 
World. One wonders why, if the book is so historical, the people of the rest of the 
world should not revel in its greatness. Or is the reviewer an unwitting centre- 
peripherist? 

But that is only in passing. Lenin linked his thesis on imperialism with Marx’s 
analysis of the laws of motion of capital and Lenin’s was indeed an epoch-making 
contribution. What Professor Nabudere has done is to restate Lenin’s thesis in a 
language which is far more inferior. Yet the reviewer says the professor’s book has 
made history. 

But let us credit the professor with having summarised a fair amount of 
secondary historical material revolving around Lenin’s main thesis on imperialism. 
Unfortunately for the professor, Lenin ceased to write in 1924 and Stalin in 1953. 
Mao’s four volumes, too, were published soon after Stalin’s death. 

How does the professor fare as soon as he leaves the safe province of quotations 
from the works of these thinkers? Well, of course, we get the theory of “multilateral 
imperialism.” What is “multilateral imperialism”? Let the reviewer tell us: 
Nabudere’s is an analysis of the “transnational corporate strategy” of US 
imperialism. 

Inthe beginning the professor sets Out to write a politicaleconomy of imperialism 
in general, that is “multilateral imperialism”. What. does he end up with? —~a political 
economy of US imperialism. 

All conscious people of “East Africa and the Third World” witness everyday a 
sharp rivalry between the two superpowers, for instance, in Angola, in the Middle- 
East, in South-East Asia, etc. Butina book of major historical significance they are 
being told that this rivalry does not exist at all. For according to the professor, there 
is only one superpower - the US. | = 

And did I say the professor ends up with a political economy of US Imperialism? 
I was wrong. What transpires is that he does not give us ary political economy atall. 

Political economy is the science of the production relations of any given mode of 
production, All social-economic formations, the capital-dominated one included, 
are self-moving entities which exist and develop independently of anybody’s will or 
knowledge. Nab ; ax: 

It is the taks of the political economy of capitalism (imperialism) to lay bare the 
Objective laws which govern the phenomena which together constitute imperialism. 

This is the materialist standpoint, the materialist conception of history. It 1s not 
the consciousness of men that determine their being, but, on the contrary, it1s ia 
being, their production activities, their struggle, that determines their 


Consciousness. 
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In a work of major historic significance, on the contrary, we are told that 
“multilateral imperialism” is a “strategy” or a “policy” of the US monopolists 
their state. . 

In other words, imperialism is nothing but the conscious work of the US. In what 
way is this different from subjective sociology? Thus, far from being a materialist 
approach, Nabudere’s work is an instrument of positive idealism. 

It would be undialectical to suggest that the conscious element 1s not important. 
since social science is about the laws governing social production, laws of which 
exist whether we are conscious of them or not. Thus far 1s Professor Nabudere’s main 
contribution. 

Now for its secondary wares, or should we call them commodities? Omwony- 
Ojwok tells us that the book “refutes the ‘centre-perifery’ ideology of the unequal 
exchange school.” Be that as it may. 

However, every conscious peasant and worker knows that the power of the 
monopolist is reflected in his objective ability to hike the price of his commodity 
above and to keep those of others below the price which competition would 
otherwise establish. This is how the monopolist secures an extra profit in each case. 
Lenin calls it super-profit. 

The professor, says the reviewer, has refuted in theory what the exploited people 
experience in practice everywhere. How does the reviewer conclude this? Here it is 
useful to note that the reviewer unwittingly disagrees with his mentor, unless there is 
some intellectual dishonesty somewhere. 

The reviewer identifies the main enemy as “imperialism in league with the 
comprador forces in each oppressed country.” Although he is fawning and Is 
sycophantic towards the professor, he must know that, according to the professor, 
the main enemy is no more and no less imperialism. 

Imperialism, says the professor, has no local class allies, but only individuals 
acting as agents. The professor proves this by means of a false dichotomy. He says 
the enemy must be either the local bourgeoisie or imperialism. To identify the local 
bourgeoisie as the main enemy of the people would be tantamount to adventurism. 
Therefore, imperialism is the main enemy! 

A fine argument! An argument worthy only of Katheder socialists. For there 1S 
no such dichotomy. The two classes are not mutually exclusive. To fail to see this is 
to fail to see the local base of imperialism. And there is no use trying to hide behind 
the bogey of adventurism. Only opportunists can parade this kind of liberalism as 
Marxism-Leninism. That is why such “Marxist-Leninists” are darlings of any Shah 
or Sheikh. Any local despot can simply cry “imperialism” and the people are his for 
exploiting. 

There aré some absurd conclusions which one can draw from this Political 
Economy of Imperialism. | 
Marx says that the importance of interpreting the world is so that we can use the 
interpretation to change the world for our benefit. How do we change our word 
using the professor’s interpretation, since “imperialism” is the enemy of our people. 
i since it has no local class allies, there is no ruling class here put only 

imperialism.” “ | | 
__ So since the class struggle - which is mentioned by the professor only in vague 
terms 1s always about state power, it is difficult to see against whom our more 
siaelaye st ek oe: themselves. Should they take up arms, hire a ao é 
saGhleligtt if on ae eae) D.C.? Is this not one way of telling the 
pi¢ to lay down their arms? Is this not liberalism pure and simple? 
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AFRICA LARGELY IGNORED 


Ole Parsalaw 


Let me comment on the review of Professor Nabudere’s book, The Political 
Economy of Imperialism, which appeared in the Daily News of January 28, 1978, 
entitled, “A Mechanistic Approach.” 

To begin with, Professor Nabudere’s book is not a particularly easy book to read 
because it is addressed to a particular category of people of Nabudere’s calibre — his 
opponents, the neo-Marxists. 

I thus totally disagree with your correspondent’s assertion that the book “will 
serve well to orientate students awash in the sea of often conflicting development 
theories”; unless by students your correspondent means people like Paul Baran, 
Paul Sweezy, Samir Amin, etc., to mention just a few. : 

Professor Nabudere points out quite clearly in the introduction to his thesis that 
his is a refutation of the ‘neo-Marxist centre-periphery ideology which treats the 
relationship between the ‘centre’ and the periphery as based on ‘unequal exchange’ 
(Introduction). You definitely must have read Baran, Sweezy, Samir Amir, 
Trotsky, etc. in order to comprehend this “Mechanistic Approach” to the study of 
this vital subject of imperialism. 

Enmeshed in the refutation of his opponents’ views, Professor Nabudere finds no 
time at all to say anything “on the contributions of African theorists on the anti- 
imperialist struggle”, for example, Cabral, Nkrumah, etc. I have already pointed 
out that the Professor was writing with his opponents in mind rather than Africa’s 
problems. 

What is more, the Professor laments the wasted ‘weak moments’ in France in 
1968, and the incapability of the bourgeoisie to rule in Italy thus creating another 
weak link that was also wasted. For Portugal, the Professor says that, “revisionism 
and Trotskyism have clearly shown how links can be lost to the proletarian cause 
through adventurism and capitulationism” (p. 278). 

He also points out that “Spain, one of the weakest of the link’s is crying for a 
proletarian revolution. Surprisingly the Professor does not say anything about 
Africa specifically. 

If Professor Nabudere has signed out France, Italy, Portugal and Spain from the 
“centre”, why not Africa from the periphery? Why not the lost chance in South 
Africa in 1976, for example, during the Soweto uprisings: Can't the Professor see 
that never before had the objective conditions been so ripe for the launching of an 


armed struggle in South Africa as during that period? Doesn't that amount to a 


wasted “weak moment” in South Africa mainly due to lack of an organized United 


Fr nts against the apartheid regime? , 
Lead RS hh ate, 8 the late Mao once pointed out that, ee 

Many writers and artisans stand aloof from the masses ate rome oma pat 

naturally, they are unfamiliar with the language of the je sae ae = : ee 

works are not only insipid in language but often contain a oe ae S 

their own coining which run counter to popular usage” (Vol. 3, p. 72). 
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If therefore, Professor Nabudere is expressing the views of “a class”, as he asserts, 
isn't it essential that those views are expressed in the language of that Class? 

Finally, one of the biggest quarrels between African intellectuals and the great 
Professor Ali Mazrui i is that the latter displays a remarkable absence of concern for 
the African masses in his numerous works. I am therefore worried that to engage in 
the exposure of “efforts by neo-Marxist revisers to create confusion in the Marxist- 
Leninist thesis on imperialism,” and forget to say the effects of that confusion vis-a- 
vis those struggling against imperialism and all its machinations so that they can be 
on guard, is truly to get very close to the Mazruian camp. 
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ACADEMIC ATTEMPT TO MAKE HISTORY 
F.L.N. Lupa 


It is not very often that events of major historical significance find their way into the 
publishing world of East Africa and the Third World. It was with great satisfaction, 
therefore, that 1 read Dr. Omwony-Ojwok’s review (Daily News, | 1/2/78) of 
Professor Nabudere’s book, announcing its publication. He said that this was an 
“event of major historical significance for the people in East Africa and the Third 
World.” Presumably, the second “event of major historical significance for the 
people in East Africa and the Third World” must be the publication of Omwony- 
Ojwok’s review itself. 

Generally speaking, the academics of the metropolitan world never thought that 
the peoples of the Third World had any role to play in history and therefore they 
took it upon themselves to decide what was of great historical significance for them. 
We can now see that this fine tradition is being carried over by the academics of the 
Third World itself. So, while the people of the Third World carry the heavy burden 
of oppression, its academics carry the equally heavy burden of deciding which of 
their publications is of major historical significance. 

It is a neat division of labour where the people are put in their right place. No 
doubt, this neatness will continue until such time when the people themselves will 
decide what events are of major historical significance for them. 

That time has yet to come, and then, probably the gratuitous services of 
Professor Nabudere and his fellow academics would become redundant. 
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FROM UTOPIANS TO NABUDERE 
Sipula Kabanje 


In contradistinction to the critics of Nabudere’s The Political Economy of 
Imperialism (‘Daily News,’ February18, 1978), to us this book inaugurates the 
period of ideological offensive by the ideologists of the African working class and 
all its people. So far, the only theoreticians that we have had are the utopians ofall 
hues. These are not a very serious danger because social practice has since exposed 
the limitations of their idealistic horizons. 

The most dangerous enemies of the working class in the realm of theory are the 
petty-bourgeois elements posing as Marxist-Leninists. In Africa they are 
represented by Samir Amin, who is a partisan of the centre-periphery school. 
Together with the neo-Marxists of the West these scholars have suddenly 
“discovered” new theories of capitalist development. What are these new theories? 
Among them we have unequal exchange! 

Instead of analysing the domination of our countries by the financial oligarchy 
through the export of capital, the whole analysis is shifted to the so-called 
“imperialism of trade.” Lenin’s thesis that the banks in the era of monopoly 
capitalism centralise all capital and all revenues, and transform “thousands and 
thousands of scattered economic enerprises into a single national capitalist, and 
then into a world capitalist economy” has been brushed aside. Apparently Lenin’s 
theory is taken as outdated, the tyranny of the World Bank, nothwithstanding! 

The new discoveries of these “Marxists” are to repudiate Marixism-Leninism. 
This comes out in sharp relief in their conception of unequal exchange. Both Marx 
and Lenin’s contribution to political economy no longer found any place in this 
theory. Marx’s law of the appropriation of surplus value by the bourgeoisie from 
the proletariat on the basis of exchange of equivalent is implicitly denounced. 

Yet, as Engels pointed out, exploitation under capitalism takes place in a purely 
economic way excluding all cheating. And this was Marx’s most epoch-making 
achievement where bourgeois political economists had tottered and fallen. 
Scientific socialism was born with the discovery of surplus value. This is Nabudere’s 
central thesis in defence of Marxist-Leninist political economy against the centre 
periphery ideologist. This polemic is concentrated in Chapter XX. The point is that 
unequal exchange is not a theory that advances proletarian politics. On the 
contrary, it mystifies and distorts the issue of exploitation. Supposing there was 
Stop abit and on was “ended” through trade negotiations, manne 
a Maes ae te end? Nabudere hammers the point home when he sae 
ae: Ai Maina trie ee sae ideology Plays into the hands of the pop¥ 

The ame os 48 petty-bourgeoisie, ; fen AD 
and the UN that thes ave for years been making noises in the GATT, UNCT al 
markets find their x P's being cheated as Third World countries in internati® af 
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from class struggle (p. 238). With the publication of The Political Economy of 
Jmperialism, the militant class character of Marxist-Leninist political economy has 
been restored for the purpose of solving the political question of the proletariat. 
This is, namely, that of socialism in Western Europe where the national question 
has been solved long ago; and that of people’s new democracy in the neo-colonies 
where the national question is an immediate topic. 

It is not surprising that the book has attracted savage attacks from the petty- 
bourgeoisie who have no faith in the capacity of the working class and its principal 
ally, the poor peasantry, to lead the struggle against imperialism to its logical 
conclusion. 

Unlike the unequal exchange theories who look forward to UN conferences for 
better terms of trade, Professor Nabudere looks towards the exploited classes’ 
struggle as the only solution. 

For this “the role of proletarian ideology and the struggle for political power 


becomes the only item on the agenda for the proletariat and those exploited by 
imperialist domination.” (p. 279). 


25 


ARGUE, DON’T SHOUT! 
A Student of the Professor 


I fully agree with Ndugu Mkama’s excellent criticism of Professor Nabudere’s book, 
The Political Economy of Imperialism (Daily News, February 18, 1978). He is 
absolutely correct in pointing out the professor’s lack of originality. The professor 
only regurgitates the writings of Marx, Lenin and Mao without understanding 
them concretely. 

When it comes to dealing with concrete contemporary issues the Professor 
fumbles and abounds in contradictions and inconsistencies, not to mention the 
basically reactionary political positions that he takes. Let us take two important 
issues. 

Nabudere sees imperialism as a monolithic force without fundamental internal 
contradictions. He is so overawed by the power and wealth of the multinational 
corporations etc. that he fails to see that imperialism is torn by internal 
contradictions and rivalries and that its united face is only temporary. 

Undoubtedly, such contradictions strengthen the struggles of the exploited and 
oppressed peoples to overthrow imperialism. Witness the successes of the socialist 
revolutions following the First and Second World Wars when the imperialist 
bourgeoisie were at each other’s throats. 

Secondly, the Professor is incapable of analysing concretely the internal 
contradictions in the societies dominated by imperialism. According to some of his 
writings, with the rise of imperialism, all the bourgeoisie have been routed and 
reduced to petty bourgeoisie while it is the financial oligarchy which rules the whole 
world. 

Thus the Tatas and Birlas of India or the Madhvanis and Mehtas of East Africa 
who own iron steel textile and other mills employing thousands of workers are 
nothing but petty bourgeoisie! 

It is elementary Marxism that the category “petty bourgeoisie” refers to small 
property owners who live off (mainly) their own labour without exploiting others. 
But our great “Marxist” professor fails to understand this and this failure has 
serious political consequences. It allows the professor to lump everyone in the camp 
of “the people” except for “a few agents” who represent imperialism. And this 
becomes a substitute for analysing concretely the nature of the local bourgeo!s!¢ 
which is allied with imperialism. 

Objectively the professor’s views in this respect represent the standpoint of the 
bourgeoisie. Its effect would be to disarm the working class ideologically and make 
it the tail of the bourgeoisie. There is absolutely nothing revolutionary about sucha 
position and the professor cannot stop any one from pointing this out by calling 
them names and using abusive language to cover his weak arguments. 
; in i selt-glorified attempt to make a global analysis, the professor 
_ Succeeded in landing himself in the quagmire of global errors. 


has only 
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HE DEALS IN ABSOLUTES 


H. Saliwawa 


The publication of Professor Nabudere’s long-awaited book, The Political 
Economy of Imperialism is a welcome occasion to bring to the attention of the 
general public the “debate” on vital questions affecting the oppressed masses of the 
world that has been simmering at the University. 

While this opportunity of debate bevond the barricaded confines of the “Hill” 
should be welcome, it will nevertheless continue to be restricted toa narrow circle of 
the educated elite of the country. This is because of the language in which the book 
is written, but also, more importantly because the oppressed masses will not find in 
ita clue to their liberation. For genuine liberation a correct analysis of the concrete 
conditions under which the masses find themselves in a particular historical epoch 
is absolutely essential. We can agree with the professor that imperialism did not 
come to an end at midnight with the raising of the colourful flags. 

Indeed with Vietnam fresh in our minds and with the continuing inter-imperialist 
rivalry between the US and the Soviet social imperialists in Angola and the Middle 
East in front of our eyes, we would harldy need such a reminder. That is, were it not 
for the amazing existence, even in the oppressed countries, of groups which are only 
too eager to announce to the oppressed masses that imperialism is dead and buried. 
Such groups will be hard put to explain to the masses the sudden appearance of the 
US Sixth Fleet or the Soviet Migs in support of the regimes against whom they 
alone had been directing their attacks. 

However while the so-called revolutionary groups reduce all the present 
contradictions to a single one, the one between the oppressed masses and the local 
bourgeoisie, Professor Nabudere absolutises the other extreme reducing all 
contradictions to the one between imperialism and the oppressed countries. The 
Chinese and Vietnamese experiences, to which the Professor constantly pays lip- 
service, should teach us that these two contradictions in the era of imperialism are 
not mutually exclusive. In fact they have always coexisted, the external exploiters 
finding a congenial host among the local exploiters. o 

Even Nabudere is forced to recognise that “the chief targets and enemies in the 
first phase of the Chinese revolution were imperialism and feudalism — the 
bourgeoisie of the imperialist countries and the Jandlord class in China. He 
moreover adds that “the landlords were enemies, being the main social base for 


imperialist rule in China” (p. 275). 
However, when it comes to discuss 
contradictions are collapsed into one, a 
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A MECHANISTIC APPROACH 


The Political Economy of Imperialism isa valuable historical account of the rise of 
imperialism to its present form analysed from a Marxist-Leninist fundamentalist 
standpoint. 

It is a development in 300 pages of two themes: Marx’s theory concerning the 
tendency of the rate of profit to fall; and Lenin’s work on imperialism. These, 
Nabudere defends in vigorous polemic against various “neo-Marxists.” 

It is not a particularly easy book to read, but as a statement from one clear-out 
political stance it will serve well to orientate students awash in the sea of often 
conflicting development theories. Though it deals with its subject from the period of 
mercantilism the present day situation is of particular interest. 

Nabudere characterises imperialism today as “multilateral”. After the Second 
World War, the US set about a redivision of the world on the basis of an opendoor 
policy with multilateral systems to anchor this redivision; organisations suchas the 
World Bank on the International Monetary Fund saw the light of day, and closed 
colonial markets were replaced by neo-colonies in which monopolies could 
compete under US hegemony. 

Imperialism relates, of course, not only to Western-Third World links, the EEC. 
Nabudere believes it was formed by European capital in response to the activities of 
the US transnationals. 

The EEC has of late sought closer economic ties with former colonies through 
various agreements and latterly through the Lome Convention. 

The main idea for these linkups, he writes, “is to maintain by such inducementsas 
‘aid and technical assistance’ and ‘trade preferences’ the neo-colonial ties by which 
Europe is assured of raw material supplies and markets as well as markets for 
capital exports.” This is true as far as it goes, but he pays too little attention in his 
critique of imperialism to the significance of the day-to-day economic and political 
struggles of Third World countries like those linked to the EEC. 

Imperialism will not be demolished within these forums, but it is simplistic to 
believe that the countries fighting for better terms of trade and a restructuring of the 
capitalist world economy are merely dancing to the tune of the imperialist powers. 
There is a conventional bourgeois wisdom that Western investment in the Third 
World is at least getting some development going where previously there was only 
peasant production. But Nabudere demonstrates, “imperialism cannot allow the 
complete transformation of precapitalist societies, but on the contrary, exists on the 
basis of hindering their transformation and thus subjects them to the needs of 
monopoly capitalism.” 

It does not, as some “neo-Marxists” have it, develop capitalism in a country in 
such a way as to ensure its own automatic demise. Another myth is that the 
transnationals develop the Third World by injecting capital. Nabudere concludes: 
“The neo-colonial state is of course a real outpost of the transnational and the 
‘economic plans’ are nothing but field activities which conform to the 
transnationals’ global strategy and not vice versa.” 
a Again this is too simplistic a statement and one which development planners 1" 
Many countries of the Third World will find hard to swallow. The line between 
“neo-colony” and “independent Third World State” is blurred. So what does 4 
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development plan need to aim for to successful] 
uestion Nabudere pays little attention to. 
=f centre-peripherists (such as Samir Amin, 
Arghiri Emmanuel and Gundar Frank) and the “centrist neo-Marxists”, Baran and 
Sweezy, who, Nabudere says, “ignore any role of the class struggle and the labour 
process in the centre on the apparent ground that the class struggle has been 
‘nternationalised’ to the periphery.” 

It has not been, as Nabudere correctly stresses while adding that in the Third 
World, still under the domination of imperialism a different strategy and tactics are 
needed from those applied in the imperialist countries. Concrete revolutionary 
situations have to be studied. “Pure theory will not do,” he emphasises. 

Yet, in considering the struggles within the imperialist countries, it is precisely 
this error he falls into. Howis this for “pure theory?” France “is stilla weak link, but 
what do we get from the ‘vanguard’ of the French proletariat? We have recently a 
‘new thesis’ which abandons the dictatorship of the proletariat as the aim and 
creates a ‘national party’ out of the original vanguard party, thus favourably 
responding to the national-chauvinism of the French bourgeoisie... Spain, one of 
the weakest of the links, is crying out after Franco’s death for proletarian 
revolution.” 

It is disappointing, too, that a book produced at Dar es Salaam University and 
published also by Tanzania Publishing House should have so little to say on the 
contributions of African theorists to the anti-imperialist struggle. 

Amilcar Cabral, for instance, who led Guinea-Bissau to liberation has put a 
special emphasis on the development of culture. “We see national liberation 
essentially as an act of culture, in the same way that cultural oppression is a vital 
necessity to imperialist domination,” he wrote. 2 

It is a useful counterweight to Nabudere’s somewhat mechanistic approach. 
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THEORIES OF UNDERDEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPERIALISM 


Charles Bettelheim or the Comedy of Errors 


J. Shao 


Charles Bettelheim has the misfortune of standing above most theoreticians of the 
dependency school, as one of its better representatives, if not the best 
representative, on the question of the theory of underdevelopment as it is currently 
expounded by the “New Left” or the so-called “Neo-Marxists”. In his “Theoretical 
Comments to Arghiri Emmanuel’s Unequal Exchange”,* he puts forward the basic 
premises and theoretical framework which have guided most theoreticians of the 
dependency school in their investigations into the nature and causes of economic 
and social backwardness in the ex-colonial and semi-colonial countries on the one 
hand, and in their theoretical battles against the bourgeois view in the 
interpretation of the questions of imperialism and underdevelopment on the other. 
These battles are theoretical in two ways. In the first place they are battles on 
questions of theory, real battles fought by the pen with zeal and passion, 
proclaiming hostilities and belligerence against the bourgeois and all other views 
contradict theirs, formulating indictments against the bourgeois of the ex-colonial 
and semi-colonial countries, shouting out his subservience, dependence and 
impotence from the towers of universities of the world and whispering in his ears 
sinister prophesies of his inevitable and forthcoming doom. In the second place, 
these battles are theoretical or fictitious because the practical results of their views 
and theories are to befuddle the theories of the working class revolution and 
tranquilise the struggle of the proletariat for political supremacy while they do not 
materially affect the entrenchment of bourgeois rule. On the grounds that the 
bourgeoisie of the Third World is impotent, is not really bourgeois or cannot 
become really bourgeois, this bourgeosie is given the way clear and left to pursue its 
policies and to implement its view. “What ever they do they do not get anywhere. 
Let them try and see that our words are time.” That is their view of the Third World 
bourgeoisie. In practice, therefore, they provide a cloak over and protection for the 
bourgeoisie while shakling the proletariat to erroneous tactics. The allege 
impotence of the Third World bourgeoisie becomes a real impotence for the 
proletariat. This factor alone would make critical remarks on the theories 2, 
underdevelopment and imperialism not only justifiable but an all out wat agains 
such views absolutely imperative. d 
Charles Bettelheim’s “Theoretical Comments”, because it is short o 
theoretical, provides one of the best and concise expositions of the basic premise 
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and theoretical postulates of the Dependency School on the question of 
underdevelopment and imperialism and its influence on the petty bourgeois 
“Marxists” is deep and wide. It constitutes the main strand of “Marxist” thought on 
this question at the University of Dar es Salaam.? Since his basic views are generally 
common to the “Neo-Marxists” and are contained in a more or less covert form in 
all their writings on this question, our critical remarks on Bettelheim are intended 
to be at the same time a criticism of the dependency theoreticians as a whole. 

The argument of “Unequal Exchange” as put forward by Arghiri Emmanuel or 
Charles Bettelheim’s specific comments on it do not concern us here, our concern 
being confined solely to Bettelheim’s general views on underdevelopment and his 
idea of “blocking” the productive forces in the ex-colonial and semi-colonial 
countries. 

On page 288, Bettelheim defines what he calls the “objective basis” of the poverty 
of the Third World countries. This objective basis, he says, is the nature and specific 
combination of the productive forces and production relations in the poor 
countries under the aegis of worldwide capitalist relations. It hinders the 
development of the productive forces. The constituent elements of this “hindering” 
or “blocking” of the productive forces are quite clear. 

The essential element is the domination of the world by the capitalist mode of 
production. This domination makes necessary (entails) an international division of 
labour “which renders inevitable a polarised development of the world’s productive 
forces”, with one pole in the advanced, dominant countries and the other pole in the 
backward, dominated countries. Relatively rapid development of the productive 
forces takes ‘place in the advanced, dominant countries and relatively slow 
development of the productive forces in the dominated backward countries leading 
to expanded reproduction of economic inequalities. This is because the 
international division of labour resulting from the domination of the world by the 
capitalist production relations is unfavourable to the development of the 
productive forces of the poor countries. The material basis of this international 
division of labour is grounded in the conditions that lead to rapid development of 
the productive forces associated with machine production in the countries first to 
industrialise. These conditions (he quotes Marx) are the demand for (machinery’s) 
raw matcrials and markets, which demands arise from the rapid development of 
industry:in these countries. These countries then transform “the rest of the world” 
into fields for supply of the requisite raw materials and presumably markets for the 
“superfluous” produce of the metropolitan industries: . , 

Before we proceed any further, let us go back and look more closely at 
‘Bettelheim’s logic. We grant him his gratuitous premises. Points, we have: (1) The 
domination of the world by the capitalist mode of production; (2) This domination 
makes necessary a certain international division of labour; (3) This international 
division of labour “renders inevitable” a polarised development of the world’s 
productive forces with one pole in the advanced countries. . . etc. and (4) The 
material basis of this international division of labour is grounded in the conditions 
that led to rapid development of the productive forces associated with machine 
Production in the countries first to industrialise, their demand for raw materials 
etc. |), rane Tt je Ga: ; 

Obviously here we have a serious contradiction. In the first place we have the 
international division of labour being necessitated by the domination of the world 
by the capitalist mode of production. The mere existence of this domination, eek of 
One country or of one region but of the capitalist mode of Hea 2! ib 
this international division of labour. On the other hand, this same division © 

_ labour is brought about, not by the domination of the world by the same capitalist 
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mode of production but by the gequinements ao oe of rapid 
ee eric Guntmsol a number of countries. Et ert ls Internationa] 
industrialisation . * ‘ought about or necessitated by the domination of the woriq 
division giapont 1S s s Fe eee it is brought forth by the donee 
by the capitalist mode 0 pro eLeee tapirtherwrened GB 
quirements of rapid industrialisation 1n one pat - Bettelheim 
- ae notice this contradiction and therefore makes no attempt to resolve it 
Mee ars on trying to reconcile it. He could have resolved ee contradiction only 
by assuming a premise and then a derivative. Let us help him. | 
“To be consistent, he should have argued that the requirements of rapid 
‘ndustrialisation in one part of the globe led to this international division of labour 
which in turn, has engendered the hegemony or domination of the world by the 
capitalist mode of production. a 

Having resolved this contradiction and thus, as it were, “legalised the birth of 
the international division of labour, we are left with the basic characteristics of this 
international division of labour which, under the conditions according to 
Bettelheim, renders inevitable a polarised development of the world’s productive 
forces. As we said to support his postulation he makes the following observations 
“from” Marx: “(Marx) showed that in those countries where modern industry was 
first established, production acquires an elasticity, a capacity for sudden extension 
by leaps and bounds that contrasts with the conditions of the production in the other 
countries whose industry is thus easily overwhelmed. These other countries are 
transformed into fields for the supply of (machinery’s) raw material... A new and 
international division of labour, a division suited to the requirements of the chief 
centres of modern industry springs up and converts one part of the globe into a 
chiefly agricultural field of production for supplying the other part which remains 4 
chiefly industrial field”. 

What conclusion does Bettelheim draw from this observation? From this 
observation he draws the conclusion that polarised development of the world’s 
productive forces follows. In other words, this division of labour springs up and 
remains so, unchanging and immutable in the one pole relative to the other pole. 
That is the conclusion Bettelheim draws and it forms the hub of his subsequent 
constructs on polarised development. But does it follow? In the way the 
observation stands, Bettelheim has successfully turned Marx into a petty bourgeois 
philistine who thinks thatsystems or processes spring up and remain so, 
unchanging and immutable. Congratulations. 

First of all, in the passage from which Bettelheim quotes, Marx says clearly that 
he is referring to some actually existing relations, so that Bettelheim should have 
the advantage of this empirical evidence to support his theory. But how does 
Marx’s actual observation stand in relations to Bettelheim’s theory? Let us make a 
more or less full quotation of the passage from which Bettelheim made the 
guotation and see what Marx actually observes. It reads: 


S50 soon, however, as the factory system has gained a certain breadth of 
footing, and a definite degree of maturity, and, especially, so soon as Its 
technical basis, machinery, is itself produced by machinery; so soonas coal 
eee and iron mining, the metal industries, and the means of transport 
ie huieieaIG revolutionised; so soon, in short, as the general conditions 
éstablishe ee eee by the modern industrial system have been 
Wid dpctene des as of production acquires an elasticity, a capacity for 
supply. of sterini y leaps and bounds that find no hindrance except avi 
the reas paeiepial and in the disposal of the produce, On the one as , 
eeu the same wa ¢ ect of machinery is to increase the supply of raw materia in 
MaCottad G a or example, as the cotton gin augmented the production 0 
* Un the other hand, the cheapness of the articles produced by 
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machinery, and the improved means of transport and communication 
furnish the weapon for conquering foreign markets. By ruining handicraft 
production in other countries, machinery forcibly converts them into fields 
for the supply of its raw material. In this way East India was compelled to 
produce cotton, wool, hemp, Jute and indigo for Great Britain. By 
constantly making a part of the hands “supernumerary”, modern industry, 
in all countries where it has taken root, gives a spur to emigration and to the 
colonisation of foreign lands, which are thereby converted into settlements 
for growing the raw material of the mother country; just as Australia, for 
example, was converted into a colony for growing wool. A new and 
international division of labour, a division suited to the requirements of the 
chief centres of modern industry springs up, and converts one part of the 
globe into a chiefly agricultural field of production, for supplying the other 
part which remains a chiefly industrial field. This revolution hangs together 


with radical changes in agriculture...” 


Now for our observations:- 

First observation: The industry of the other countries is thus easily overwhelmed. 
This sentence, as it stands in Bettelheim’s work, gives the impression that this 
industry of these other countries which is easily overwhelmed is industry in the same 
sense or similar connotation as the modern industry of the countries producing by 
machines and the factory system that it is desirable and its destruction is thus a 
charitable act etc. 

This impression becomes an actual statement when in Note 12, page 318, he says, 
“... this may even involve a setback to, or the collapse of production in certain 
countries (in India, for example the ruin of the industry that was beginning to arise 
at the time when British domination began, and the ruin of the country’s formerly 
prosperous agriculture)”. Was Indian industry capitalist by any stretch of the 
imagination? Not at all: Bettelheim knows as well as any one else that Indian 
industry as well as agriculture were slumbering in Asiatic despotism, fettered and 

strangled until British capitalism “annihilated old Asiatic society and laid the 
material foundations of Western society in Asia”.5 Thus it is handicraft production, 
backward industry, pre-capitalist industry that is overwhelmed, and in exchange 
for this, the material foundations of modern industry are laid. The present 
condition of India with its heavy industrial production and pursuit for foreign raw 
materials as well as markets proves Marx’s observations absolutely right and how 
little Bettelheim has understood either Marx or capitalist society — its nature, the 
preconditions for its genesis, or its historical tasks. 

Second observation: According to Bettelheim, it is production that acquires 
elasticity and capacity for sudden extension by leaps and bounds. From this 
premise, production can acquire this sudden expansion on the basis of existing 
extent of production relations, that is, with more or less the same number of 
workers and capitalists, acquiring only its requisite materials from other modes of 
production or from societies with different production relations whose social 
Structure however it can leave unscathed or little transformed. From this to 
polarised development or socio-economic poles consisting of different modes of 
Production and “articulated” or tied together in indissoluble unity is a very short 
step indeed. Bettelheim takes this short step. Having made a first false step there is 
nothing he can do but.to take the second, third, etc. subsequent steps. 

What is Marx’s observation? According to Marx, it is not production but the 
mode of production (i.e. production by the modern industrial system) that acquires 
an elasticity, a.capacity for sudden extension etc, What does this mean? This means 
and can only mean the extension of machine production and production by the 
modern industrial system to areas and branches where before, production was by 
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tems. the dissolution and supercession.of handicrafts 

topo leisy sie * ek a ereaieni cue of the petty eottithod'ts 
manufactures (proper), n of the old production relations and their replacement } 
capitalist production relations on an extending scale. This LASS es 'reconcilable 

Lp el larised development as propounded by Bettelheim. The history 
aes es sa for the Third World, especially since the Second Worig 
eae proves Marx absolutely right and Bettelheim neon wrong, and his 
self-professed Marxism a farce. Bettelheim’s materialism 1s, in reality, camouflaged 

hysics. 

eeThird observation: In the passage, Marx clearly refers to the two types of 
colonisation, the colonies with indigenous population whose” production is 
converted to production of industrial raw material, and the colonies of new 
settlements whose production is also geared to production of raw materials. As far 
as Bettelheim is concerned only the first type of colonies exist and he avoids 
reference to the second type of colonies.6 Why he does this we shall soon see. What 
is important to note is that both types of colonies at this point in time, 1.€. at the time 
when production by the modern industrial system first becomes established, both . 
types of colonies are suppliers of raw materials for the machinery of Europe, 
especially Great Britain, so that we have the international division of labour so 
beloved to Bettelheim and so fundamental to his theory of polarised development in 
full operation. , | : dats 

In footnote to the passage quoted above, Marx gives the following data. 
(extracts): 3 


producers, the destructio 


EXPORTS TO GREAT BRITAIN 






YEAR “| 1846] 1865 | 1846 1365. | 1846 | 1865 | 1846. | 1865 

COLTON yee SEB OE 

000 Ibs. | 34540 | 445948 401949 © 

WOOL. | a he eho te lived ih 

000 Ibs 2958 |.29921.). 21789 | 109,734 | 
arma 1850 | 1862 


proves incontrovertibly is that these ‘countries’ were 
field € supply ofraw materials to Britain, Marx proves it and 
Bettelheim affirms it, or rather affirms half of itand omits the other half, But are we 
justified In any way to draw the conclusion that these countries remain in time 
id ta of raw materials, that we have therefore polarised development? 
pense Aetaea PAE acaed of such an argument in the face of facts which stare 
The USA ‘ibivs lj at is why he deleted the example of the second type of colonies. 
fi yea ake 3 South Africa etc. were turned in to suppliers of raw materials 
fateunanameds perk iry no less than were India, Kenya, Tanzania ‘ete.’ If this 
of Suelo aula of labour brings forth polarised development in the fashion 
to USA SauiN Re -, then it ought to apply not only to the Third World, but also 
Ween Bene A rica, Canada etc. The laws of development of society are not 
Owed by the race or colour‘of any society. On the contrary, it is people 





What the above data 
converted into fields for th 


241 


like Charles Bettelheim and the theoreticians of the dependency school who are 
scared of these laws. 

Rather than review his theory in the light of facts proving the contrary, 
Bettelheim sacrifices the facts at his altar of “theory”, turning and twisting them to 
suit his preconceived views. In another footnote to the passage quoted, Marx and 
Engels noted: “The economic development of the United States is itself a product of 
European, more especially of English modern industry. In their present form (1866) 
the States must be considered still a European colony. (Added in the 4th German 
edition, 1890, by Engels: ‘Since then they have developed into country, whose 
industry holds second place in the world, without on that account entirely losing 
their colonial character). 

It is this comment which Bettelheim suppressed and which flies in the face of his 
theory and makes any claim that the theory of polarised development is Marxist a 
figment of Bettelheim’s excessively fertile imagination. Colonialism, the 
domination of the world by the capitalist mode of production, the international 
division of labour and development of the productive forces in the colonies are not 
incompatible. On the contrary, they provide conditions for the rapid development 
of the productive forces on a world scale. A view of an international division of 
labour which is immutable and unchanging has nothing in common with Marxism. 

Let us go back ‘and resume Bettelheim’s theoretical strands. He says that 
polarised development is subsequently re-inforced by the political and ideological 

domination wielded by the dominant countries. This political and ideological 
domination consolidates within the dominated countries the domination of social 
classes, linked with the interests of the big industrial countries (dominant 
countries), that cannot play an active role in the advance of these countries’ 
productive forces. Thus the blocking of the productive forces of the dominated 
countries constitutes both. the results of a condition for the capitalist mode of 
production. It ensures the expanded reproduction of capitalist production relations 
on a world scale. He concludes: “It is, therefore, imperialist domination and the 
incapacity of the dominant. . . classes of the poor countries to free themselves from 
this domination . . . that accounts for the stagnation of the poor countries. . . (This 
domination favours) the maintenance (and in some cases the development) in the 
dominated countries of production relations and political and ideological relations 
that have ‘blocked’ the development of the productive forces”. 

First observation: When we began our critical remarks on Bettelheim’s views on 
the international divisional of labour and polarised development we granted him 
his assumptions. Now it is clear we cannot proceed without looking into his basic 
assumptions. From his article, it is clear that his basic premise, his starting point for 
the investigation of underdevelopment is the capitalist world economy. He states 
this point in numerous places in his articles in various phrases. Let us take a few 
examples: “... domination of the world by capitalist production relations . . . gives 
rise to a certain international division of labour .. .” (p. 289). “The economic 
inequalities between countries are rooted in the complex combination of 
Productive forces and production relations that is characteristic of the different 
countries and of the structure of capitalist world economy”. (p. 292). Criticising 
Emmanuel’s thesis that the law of value operates the same way on the capitalist 
world market as it does inside each social formation, he argues that the formulation 
is unsatisfactory and that we “cannot grasp why (that is so) unless we see that the 
structure of the capitalist world market is much more complex than that of a 
Particular social formation and that one of the effects of this more complex 
structure manifests itself in the form of a profound transformation of the working 
of the law of value... ” (p. 293). —_ 2 
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Thus Bettelheim takes the capitalist world economy as his Starting point and 
from here he makes his inroads and investigations into Its manifestations in Various 
countries or parts or halves or poles of the capitalist world economy. It is not 
national capitalism which grows into world capitalism. Oh No! On the contrary, it 
is world capitalism which fractions itself, bends itself over backwards into National 
or regional capitalism. World capitalism is not an image of national capitalism but 
national capitalism is the reflection of the former. The wood do not make the forest. 
on the contrary, the forest makes the wood. World capitalism is a specific and 
integral system. It is the independent variable while national capitalism is the 
dependent variable. 

This way of looking at things is shared by the vast majority of the current 
“Marxist” theoreticians of underdevelopment. The exception is Bill Warren in his 
brilliant article, “Imperialism and Capitalist Industrialisation”.* Bill Warren’s 
critics, for example, demand that Warren should view world capitalism as a global 
system, “an international economic complex that operates from the imperial 
metropoles, through various centres... 8 Andre Gundar Frank, Jairus Banaji, 
Samir Amin and their mentors share the same view. It cannot therefore be an 
accident that this view is totally in agreement with Trotsky’s view which forms a 
pillar of his theory of Permanent Revolution. Since Trotsky advanced this view, at 
least in printed form, in 1903 (possibly earlier), he has the copyright. Bettelheim 
should make the acknowledgement. Selling the old merchandise under new 
wrapping? Well, you cannot fool everybody. 

According to Trotsky, “Marxism takes its point of departure from world 
economy, not as a sum of national parts but as a mighty and independent reality 
which has been created by the international division of labour and the world 
market, and which in our epoch, imperiously dominates the national markets. The 
productive forces of capitalist society have long ago outgrown the national 
boundaries”.* From this to the banishment of all national liberation movements or 
refusal to recognise them as progressive is only one step. All nationalism must be 
reactionary. Proletarian revolutions are possible only on a world scale, etc. These 
are the logical and consistent conclusions that have to be drawn from this view of 
things. Trotskyites have long ago outgrown the proletarian revolution. The 
greatness of Trotskyism lies in the fact that since its inception in 1903, it has not 
organised a revolution anywhere, on any scale,world scale or national scale or even 
a village scale. On the contrary it has always been a heavy grinding stone on the 
necks of the- proletariat. “Sabotage the proletarian revolution”, that has 
consistently been its motto. Every successful proletarian revolution has had to be 
carried out in bitter opposition to it. The Trotskyite conception is one sided. It does 
not see the dynamic elements in the “parts” of the world economy, sees the forest 
but not the wood, runs ahead of history and is therefore adventurist and bankrupt. 
It has nothing in common with Marxism. Bankrupt practice is the surest proof © 
erroneous theories. Bettelheim’s Trotskyite premises fully deserve this dictum. 

Second observation: The domination within the poor countries, of social classes 
that cannot play an active role in the advance of the productive forces of thes¢ 
countries. “It is the specific combination of internal production relations 4” 
political and ideological relations on the world scale that engenders what is meant 
er a balk the productive forces in the dominated countries”. (P: a 

potence of these social classes? Bettelheim does not disting¥! 





*New Left Review, No. 81, September-October 1973. hast 
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the UO NE types of the dominant classes and lumps together classes of the ancien 
regime aie elements of the rising bourgeoisies. Why does he do this? 

ne conditions of transition to capitalism or capitalist relations the forces of 
tine PucacApIalls| regime, the ancien regime, are impotent and reactionary while the 
fol ces of capitalism are revolutionary. Marx paid tribute to the bourgeoisie on this 
respect and wrote a culogy in praise particularly of their revolutionary role in 
developing the productive forces and in dismantling the pre-capitalist relations and 
the ancien regime. On the other hand, with respect to the proletarian revolution, the 
forces of capitalism are reactionary and the bourgeoisie becomes so many fetters on 
the development of the revolution and the productive forces. 

The bourgeoisie mount the rostrum of history with nationalism on their banners. 
National liberation is the form of the struggle of the elements of national 
bourgeoisie and forces of capitalism held down and fettered by a foreign regime. 
The experience of these struggles over the Third World since World War I] amply 
prove this and Bettelheim ought to know as he was in India in the early fifties. If the 
proletariat can take over the leadership of the national liberation struggle and turn 
it to its Own account, it is only because present world conditions are favourable and 
make this leadership possible. But no proletarian leadership of the national 
liberation movement can succeed if at any moment it loses sight of the democratic 
tasks of the national liberation struggle, that is its bourgeois aspects. Trotsky is 
famous or infamous for having lost sight of this fact, or rather, for never having 
conceived it as early asin 1905S, in spite of his later protestations, when he advocated 
the dictatorship of the proletariat without the peasantry. Since the forces of 
capitalism have long outgrown the national boundaries, all nationalism is 
reactionary. Thus to Bettelheim, the forces of capitalism cannot play an active role 
in the advance of the production forces of these countries. On the contrary, they 
block them: . 

As the reader may know, Marxists use the term “fetter” rather than “block” to 
describe the effect of backward and decadent production relations -with their 
corresponding social superstructure on the development of the productive forces. 
Bettelheim uses the term “block” rather than “fetter” partly because he thinks he is 
so clever and he has found something new, but mostly, because he is not so clever 
and he understands Marx so little. This we shall prove as we proceed. 

In the course of their development, the productive forces of society outgrow the 
existing production relations and the corresponding social superstructure which 
then becomes so many fetters on the development of the productive forces. 
Bettelheim’s argument therefore must mean — don’t laugh — that the productive 
forces in the Third World have outgrown capitalist production relations. This view 
completely loses sight of the fact that in most of the Third World Countries, ie 
forces of. capitalism are just developing and far from outgrowing the ie Se 
boundaries, capitalism has yet to get hold of all or most of ppt wit ph wee 

; ou. 
countries, You want truth? Look around y Once more ones heme : a 

From Bettelheim’s postulations, we must 5 ea dtchon ait PAA AE: 
concerning his conception of the alae sp plore nrehensike however, we 
production relations. To make this a heen: 3 are to him, there are two 
must proceed a little further with his postulations. 


itali tion. : 
tendencies characteristic of the Matt png ee Peto of the 
(1) Within the “national entity , 


he ee na hea nero of labour within this framework, and are 
‘4 e ale 7 iati ‘fecting the materia 
iho-ropsrent eee the social formation of the variations a g 
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conditions of the labour process in one or other of its sections. . 

(2) On the international scale, the tendency for the reproduction of inequalities, of 
unequal relations between the national entities. This latter form of reproduction 
tends to break up the former, a process that is described by the expression 
“tendency of the capitalist mode of production to become worldwide”. 

What Bettelheim is trying to say in this contorted language of his is the following: 

(a) Capitalism is considered at two levels, the national level and the world level. At 
the national level, within the nation or the national entity, there are two poles, a 
capitalist pole, and a non-capitalist pole. The capitalist mode of production here 
consists of the “articulation” of the capitalist and the non-capitalist poles. The 
capitalist production relations consist of the relations between the capitalist and 
the non-capitalist’poles as an esséntial element. The tendency to reproduction of the 
productive forces and production relations is nothing more than a tendency to 
maintain the two poles in perpetual coexistence. (What about within the capitalist 
pole, Mr. Bettelheim? What are the relations of production here? If the relations 
are not capitalist then why do you call it a capitalist pole?) 

(b) At the world level, there are also two poles, or rather a tendency to polariseinto 
two poles on a world scale. This tendency also has the tendency to overwhelm and 
break up thé tendeney to reproduction of the poles on a national scale i.e. to 
overwhelm and break up the coexistence of the capitalist and non-capitalist poles 
within the national entity, so that the end result is a polarisation of the world intoa 
dominant, advanced homogeneous capitalist (as we understand it) half, and a 
dominated, backward, homogenous non-capitalist (as we understand it) half. These 
two halves together are the worldwide capitalist mode of production, (that is, of 
course, how Bettelheim understands it) and the relations between them are the 
worldwide capitalist production relations, again, as Bettelheim understands it. God 
help the intellect of professors. Obviously, with a conception like this, it is 
impossible to: be consistent. 

The problem of calling a social system or set up consisting of a capitalist pole and 
a non-capitalist pole “capitalist mode of production” is apparent to Professor 
Bettelheim and he tries to extricate himself from it once ina while by calling a “social 
formation”.? But he cannot do this consistently because if he did he would have to 
concede the fact that the capitalist “pole” or sector does exactly this, that: it 
overwhelms, undermines, destroys and swallows up the non-capitalist “pole” or 
secter and in the last analysis, the capitalist mode of production permiates 
practically the whole of production. He cannot be consistent because his 
conception of the capitalist mode of production consists in-precisely the opposite of 
this, i.e. in the coexistence of the capitalist and the non-capitalist sectors. Let us 
present Bettelheim’s conception in a diagrammatic form: 


ON A NATIONAL SCALE ON A WORLD SCALE 









ADVANCED — elt bac vs 
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Bettelheim constantly thinks he can cheat the world by clothing and camouflaging 
old and bankrupt arguments in different phraseology. The only thing we can agree 
with Bettelheim’s entire exposition is that it is in complete accord with the old 
arguments of the Russian Narodniks in the 1890’s about the impossibility of 
capitalism in Russia. Why did the Narodniks say that capitalism was impossible in 
Russia? How did they argue their case? The Narodniks divided the economy into a 
capitalist sector and a non-capitalist sector (direct producers) and argued that the 
capitalist sector developed through exchange between the capitalist sector and the 
non-capitalist sector. As the putchasing power of the non-capitalist sector was 
“saturated” by the commodities of the capitalist sector that'was the end! In the long 
run, capitalism could not develép further. In other words, capitalisin’develops and 
expands only if it co-exists with a‘non-capitalist sector. So long as‘exchange is 
carried out between a capitalist and a non-capitalist sector, capitalism can develop 
and expand, but, of course, only in the capitalist sector itself. Lg 

‘That is how the Narodniks’ saw it towards the end of last century. What 
Bettelheimand Co. argue is that the development of capitalism in the non-capitalist 
sector is impossible because of the “requirements of expanded reproduction at the 
(capitalist. pole).” In other words, for capitalism to develop and expand at the 

capitalist pole, the non-capitalist pole must remain non-capitalist. Is there any 
difference between the Bettelheimians and the Narodniks? In our view, there is none 
whatsoever. Bettelheim’s argument is totally in agreement with the argument of the 
Narodniks. Both the Narodniks and Bettelheim arrived at this view because they 
regard capitalism as something isolated from the “peoples’ system”, as extraneous 
etc., and not as a historical mode of production, arising from the bowels of old 
society itself and destined to encompass and supercede the whole of old society. 
Lenin first criticised the theoretical mistakes of the Narodniks in his article “On 
the So-called Market Question” (1893) and later proved their practical fallacies in 
his “The Development of Capitalism in Russia” (1899). In order to bring out clearly 
the connection between the Narodniks and our present-day dependency 
theoreticians and their errors, let us recapitulate in brief the relevant points in the 
Narodnik exposition as put forward in Lenin’s article and later, Lenin’s criticism of 
it. How did the Narodniks conceive capitalist accumulation or capitalist 
reproduction on an expanded scale? In his lecture on “The Market Question”, G.B. 


Krasin gave the following exposition: 


CAPITALISTS DIRECT PRODUCERS 
AR LGERS 


7 
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a, ai, an,-capitalist enterprises. The arrows show the movement of the 
commodities exchanged. 

Cc, v, s,-component parts of the value of commodities. s is surplus value. 

1, 11,-commodities in their natural form: I-means of production; 11-means of 
consumption. 


The capitalists in “A” expand production by investing their surplus value 
whereas in “W” the direct producers consume their surplus value (the value of the 
product over and above the means of production and necessary means of 
consumption). Now let us see how the requirements of expanded reproduction in 
the dominant mode are “fulfilled” or how the two poles are “articulated”. The 
product of capitalist enterprise a, goes to the direct producers; in exchange for it the 
direct producers return the constant capital (c) in the form of means of production 
and the variable capital (v) in the form of means of consumption, and the surplus 
value (s) in the form of the elements of additional productive capital (c,;+y,). This 
capital serves as the basis of the new capitalist enterprise (a;) which in exactly the 
same way sends its product to the direct producers and so on. From this schema, it is 
obvious that there is a very close dependence between capitalist production or 
expanded reproduction and the relations between “A” and “W”. Every new 
enterprise Or expansion of an old one is calculated to cater for a new round of 
consumers in “W” so that as soon as all producers in “W” have become commodity 
producers and exchanged their commodities with the commodities of “A”, 
expanded reproduction will come to an end. As we can see, the only difference 
between Bettelheim and G.B. Krasimis, unlike Charles Bettelheim, Krasin followed 
the logic of polarised development to its absurd conclusion. Our contemporary 
Narodniks are more dishonest than the classical Narodniks. 

Back to Bettleheim. 

If we follow Bettelheim further, we see two forces which are opposed to the 
second tendency we mentioned above, i.e. the tendency of the capitalist mode to 
become worldwide. (1) The State which ensures the defence of the internal and 
external conditions of existence of these unities, that maintains the two poles in 
perpetual co-existence. (2) The law of value which ensures within each “capitalist 
social formation” i.e. within each nation, expanded reproduction of the material 
_and social conditions of production characteristic of this “social formation”. But at 
the same time, this same law of value which ensures the continued existence of poles 
at the national level by opposing polarisation on world scale, this same law of value 
ensures within the capitalist world market, expanded reproduction of the material 
_and social conditions of worldwide production, a definite pattern of domination 
_and subordination of the different social formations; in other words, the law 
ensures polarisation on a world scale! . 

Here we have the starting point of Bettelheim’s famous conservation - 


dissolution Or dissolution-conservation theory, whereby society neither moves nor 
stands stil]!! 


Oh petty-bourgeois intellectuals, 
kneel before the altar of 


contradiction, Glorify’contradiction 
and sacrifice to it, 


For you are its mental image. 


The characteristic thin 
embodiment of the con 
of society moulded int 


8 about the petty-bourgeois is that in real life, he is the 
tradictions of modern society, he is the social contradictions 
© one. As a simple commodity producer, the petty-bourge's 
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is both a worker and an owner of his means of production, a proletarian at the same 
time a bourgeois. The contradictions of modern society, therefore, find a ready and 
material receptacle in him. The petty-bourgeois intellectual “is himself nothing but 
social contradictions in action. He must justify in theory what he is in practice. ..”!0 
But, historically, the petty-bourgeoisie is a disintegrating class. A class of 
commodity producers selling in the same market, competition sorts them out so 
that the stronger, a minority, triumphs, while the weak, the vast majority, becomes 
ruined as petty commodity producers. The minority becomes bourgeois while the 
majority becomes proletarian is that the historical destiny of a petty-bourgeois 
society Is to become bourgeois. A petty-bourgeois struggle, therefore in so far as it 
ines fo retain the conditions of existence of petty-bourgeois society. to perpetuate 
petty commodity production against the forces of bourgeoisification, tries to 
oppose its own dissolution and disintegration. It is a reactionary struggle because 
it is Opposed to the historical trend, it tries to move the wheel of history anti- 
clockwise. Ideologically, the conception of dissolution-conservation or 
conservation-dissolution jis nothing but the theoretical articulation of this 
condition and desire of the petty-bourgeoisie by its political and intellectual 
representatives. To see the fallacy of this way of looking at things, let us look at 
Lenin’s criticism of G.B. Krasin’s schema of capitalist expanded reproduction. 

We will recall that Krasin’s schema postulates two poles in the economy, a 
capitalist pole and a non-capitalist pole (direct producers). The capitalist pole 
whjch consumes its surplus productively first of all carries out exchange with the 
non-capitalist pole; secondly it expands by investing its surplus. All these, allegedly, 
leave the non-capitalist pole, i.e. the “peoples’ production” intact. 

First observation: It is obvious that since exchange takes place between the two 
poles, commodity production also takes place in the non-capitalist sector. As 
commodity production and exchange become no longer incidental or occasional 
but general, the division of labour develops more and more and the process of 
differentiation of the petty-commodity producers accentuates as competition sorts 
them out so that in time we have poor producers on one side and rich producers on 
the other leading up to a proletariat and a bourgeoisie. 

Second observation: It is equally obvious that to establish the additional 
enterprises aj, ai1, etc. additional workers are needed, as evidenced by vi, vii, ete; 
and these come from nowhere else than from the direct producers. For the direct 
producers to become workers, their conditions of production, the means of 
production and existence must have been expropriated from them, that is, they 
must lose them somehow. ite 

Third observation: Even for the first enterprise a, both the means of production 
and workers must be at hand. If the direct producers are a non-dissoluble entity 
then the question of the origin of these workers, and therefore, the origin of 
capitalism as a whole remains inexplicable. Therefore, itis impossible to maintain 
expanded capitalist reproduction oreven the genesis of capitalism itself while at the 
Same time maintaining the integrity or indissoluble Sera of the direct 

from the above three observations that the 

producers. Incidentally, it follows ee Peet 5 
proper indices for gauging the development of capitalism are not per capita outp 

hether the goods produced are mass 


as the critics of Warren think, or W ee: 
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commodity producers, the ruination of the poor and the bourgeoisification of the 
We LA ge D ° e—eoeo———— 

rich producers. Some would — be Marxists forget the simple but fundamenta] fact 

that capitalism is social relations. 


In the Footsteps of Historical Materialism 


Bettelheim has not only tried to turn Marx into a petty-bourgeois philistine, he is 
trying to turn his petty-bourgeois conception into Marxism by claiming, for 
example, that his dissolution conservation theory is consistent with historical 
materialism! How does Bettelheim understand historical materialism? Let us look 
at his two tendencies in the capitalist world economy (p. 297). 

(1) Inside the social formation (he is back to social formation!) in which the 
capitalist mode of production is predominant (first half). Here, “this domination 
mainly tends to expand reproduction of the capitalist mode of production, ie. to 
dissolution of the other modes of production and their subsumption to capitalist 
production relations”. But, this is only the main tendency, the predominant 
tendency. This tendency is combined with another, a secondary tendency, that of 
conservation — dissolution, that is before the non-capitalist forms of production 
appear, they are “restructured” (partly resolved), and subordinated to the 
predominant capitalist relations and so conserved. (This is what Mahmood 
Mamdani swallowed bait, hook and line, and tried to use it as a theoretical 
framework -— in the face of contrary historical movement - in his study of Uganda.)!! 
But Bettelheim surrenders. However, in the last analysis, they are dissolved. He 
resigns with a sigh. If rape is inevitable, lie down and enjoy it! Bettelheim confesses 
that he does not understand why the predominant tendency here is dissolution and 
not conservation-dissolution, and yet he claims he is treading in the footsteps of 
historical materialism. The problem is not so much in his brain as in his heart, that 
is, not his failure to understand so much as the reasons for this failure — his pious 
petty-bourgeois wish to conserve the non-capitalist mode although history has 
already passed the death sentence on it. 

(2) Inside social formations in which the capitalist mode of production is not 
directly predominant (second half). Here the main tendency is not dissolution of the 
non-capitalist modes of production but to their conservation-dissolution. This, not 
surprisingly, Bettelheim understands! , | 

Is Bettelheim so ignorant of Marx, Engels and Lenin that he is unaware of the 
humerous passages scattered all over their works which prove incontrovertibly that 
capitalism, wherever it goes, creates the conditions for its own development, 
dissolve the pre-capitalist modes and transforms them into the capitalist mode? A 
few examples taken more or less at “random” from Marx will illustrate this point. 

‘In Capital, Volume II, p. 36, Marx says, “(On the other hand), the same 
conditions which give rise to the basic condition of capitalist production, the 
existence of a class of wage workers, facilitates the transition of all commodity 
production to capitalist commodity production. As capitalist production develops, 
it has a disintegrating, resolvent effect on all older forms of production, which, 
designed mostly to meet the direct needs of the producers, transform onlythe excess 
produced into commodities. Capitalist production makes the sale of products the 
main interest, at first apparently without affecting the mode of production itself. 
Such was for instance the first effect of capitalist world commerce on such nations 
as the Chinese, Indians, Arabs, etc. But secondly, wherever it takes root, capitalist 

Agee ot Sean 4 forms of commodity production which are based aitons 
ARPS a ape ol the producers on merely on the sale of the excess prone 
- Capitalist production first makes the production of commodi 
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general and then by degrees, transforms all commodity production into capitalist 
commodity production.” Clear, one would think! 

In Capital, Volume II, pp. 331-2, he says, “The development of commerce and 
merchant’s capital gives rise everywhere to the tendency towards production of 
exchange-values, increases its volume, multiplies it, makes it cosmopolitan and 
develops money into world money. Commerce, therefore, has a more or less 
dissolving influence everywhere on the producing organisation, which it finds at 
hand and whose different forms are mainly carried on with a view to use-value. To 
what extent it brings about a dissolution of the old mode of production depends on 
its solidit and internal structure”.!2 And whither will this process of dissolution 
lead? “In the modern world, it results in the capitalist mode of production”. 

In Capital, Volume II p. 113, he says, “(But) it is the tendency of the capitalist 
mode of production to transform all production as much as possible into 
commodity production. The mainspring by which this is accomplished is precisely 
the involvement of all production into the capitalist circulation process.” 

No, we cannot accuse Bettelheim of being “unacquainted” with Marxism. The 
failure of the Bettelheimians does not lie in this. Their failure lies in reading Marx 
from the standpoint of “the people”, i.c., from the standpoint of the petty- 
bourgeois, while Marxism is written from the viewpoint of the proletariat. Failure 
to understand the class base or class standpoint of a doctrine - a proof, in itself 
sufficient, that one has not grasped the fundamentals of materialism - will 
inevitably lead to errors of conception. That is how matters stand with regard to 
Bettelheim and the theory of polarized development in general. 

Erroneous theories inevitably lead to problems in analysis and in view of 
Bettelheim’s theory of underdevelopment, we should expect it to land him in 
problems of theoretical consistency and conformity with reality. He lands squarely 
into this mess when he approaches the question of exploitation of the poor 
countries by the rich ones. He says: “The capitalists of the industrial countries have 
(also).an ‘International basis’ of exploitation ensured by the enlarged reproduction 
of the international production relations specific to capitalism which enable these 
capitalists to exploit the working people of the dominated countries, by buying 
products they supply at prices that ensure expanded reproduction of economic 
inequalities...” cee | | | 

In his effort to explain this exploitation, Bettelheim is forced to concede the 
serious shortcomings of the whole of his previous theoretical edifice. He discovers, 

to his chagrin, that his theory is not conforming to reality. How does he extricate 
himself from this mess? Without compunction and with impunity, he abandons his 
edifice and substitutes in the place of polarized regions, class structure! He'says the 
structure of the world economy, viewed from the standpoint of polarized regions is 
heterogeneous in appearance only, the heterogeneity being according or because of 
the different levels of development of the productive forces. (Such vulgarity, such 
common banality! To take appearances and try to construct a theory of 
political economy around it, this 1s the last word in the abrogation of political 
economy as a science!). Therefore we must substitute for this apprarent 
heterogeneity, the real heterogeneity of classes. Homogeneous units” at ane pole 
(of exploiters) or the other pole (of exploited) is illusory. We quote him: 2 

“Hence-forth it is necessary to think of each ‘country as constituting a ae 
formation with a specific structure . . . N0 longer consisting of different modes % 
production, one dominant and another dominated ay va a eee ee 
contradictory interests.” About turn Lae Bee a ; Reigns Monte he 
relation and not a regional relation. Sap iaiist - k on ae hand, and 
concedes, “, .. are constituted by relations PENSE EN OEF SES 
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owners of the means of production and exchange on the other,” and not at the leve] 
of exchange but at the level of production. But so soon as he “strays” into this 
correct path does he quickly make another about turn and revert to his old dreary 
road and smuggle in his old arguments again. He says, “But the relations between 
the capitalists of the advanced countries and the workers of the backward countries 
are not direct. Most commonly it is not a matter of buying the labour power of the 
workers but of buying products from local exploiters — landlords, merchants, 
usurers, traders, capitalists etc.” Therefore to expand the “exploitation of the 
working people of these countries requires an expansion of banking and 
commercial capital”. As the reader will see, Mr. Bettelheim is properly confused. 

Bettelheim cannot show that there is exploitation in the relations between the 
dominating and dominated countries as such so that, his postulation that it is the 
“maintenance of this exploitation” that “blocks” the development of the 
productive forces in the dominated countries cannot follow. The exploitation he 
could argue of is that of direct, that is, in production, involving thecapitalists or the 
capital of the advanced countries and the workers of the backward countries. And 
this type of exploitation, he cannot argue with the slightest bit of logic, of 
“blocking” the development of the productive forces of these countries. . . 

That is how matters stand with regard to Bettelheim’s and the current “Marxist” 
theory of underdevelopment in general. Judge for yourselves. 








NOTES 


1. The argument for confining the “Dependency Schoo!” to Latin America is, in my view, 
superficial since the basic premises of this school of thought are found throughout the 
world, and as I prove in this paper, at different periods within the epoch of capitalism. 
Although they may differ here and there onthe secondary points, fundamentally they 
agree in their world outlook and therefore their basic premises. It is this characteristic 
more than anything else, certainly more than their geograpahical location, that stamps 
them as members of the same school of thought. 

2. See for example Mahmood Mamdani, Politics and Class Formation in Uganda, 
Heinemann, Nairobi, 1976, Michaela von Freyhold: “The Rise and Fall of Colonial 
Modes of Production,” IFM (Mimeo); Issa Shivji: “Peasants and Class Alliances” in 
Review of African Political Economy, No. 3, May—October, 1975. 

3. Those who share the views criticized in this paper to a larger or lesser extent are 
numerous but among the best known we may include: Paul A. Baran, Andre Gundar 
Frank, Samir Amin, Ernesto Laclau, F.H. Cardoso, T. Dos Santos, Jairus Banaji, 
Rhodes, and of course, Charles Bettelheim. 

- Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, Progress Publishers, Moscow, pp. 424-25. 

. Karl Marx: “The Future Results of British Rule in India”. 

- For a distinction between’ the two types of colonies, see note 11. 

- It 1s the credit of H. Cardoso to have noticed that dependency does not necessarily 
negate economic development. “Strictly speaking, if we consider the purely economic 
indicators it is not difficult to show that development and monopoly penetration in the 
industria] sectors of dependent economies are not incompatible. The idea that there 
occurs a kind of development of underdevelopment, apart from the play of words, ' 
noe he ph In fact, dependency, monopoly capitalism and development are ae 
ee the Tan og occurs a kind of dependent capitalist development ute 

ff’ Chas oe oF integrated into the new forms of monopolistic expan 

ah Ryan aces Nee ency and Development in Latin America”. air eens 

. ; ~ © any Inconsistency between his image of world capitalism 4°, 

collection of distinct national economies rather th lobal system, and his 
assertion that world capitalism is ne Decrees ana i hierarchies 

vertheless characterized by changing 
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of uneven development. He unfortunately does not go to consider the possibility (sic!) 
that world capitalism is an international economic complex that operates from the 
imperial metropoles of North America, Western Europe and Japan through various 
centres (financial, sub-imperial, military, commercial)” pp. 94. And earlier: “analysis 
at the level of the national unit disintegrated the structure of international capitalism, 
and therefore assumes away the very totality whose character determines the social 
relations of production and uneven sectoral configuration within each Third World 
country”. P. 86. In: Philip McMichael, James Petras, Robert Rhodes: The Warren 
Critics: “Imperialism and the Contradictions of Development”, New Left Review. 

Michaela von Freyhold tries to make a clean breast of the theory of polarized 
development by bringing the two poles under a social formation. She defines a socio- 
economic formation as follows: “Several modes of production form a socio-economic 
formation.” Without stopping to criticize this definition, let us proceed and see what 
she understands by the colonial socio-economic formation. According to her, these 
socio-economic formations are composed of two parts, “... dominant capitalist modes 
of production at the centre and dependent pre-capitalist modes of production at the 
periphery. While the former developed according to their own intrinsic laws, the latter 
were shaped and determined by the demands of the centre.” Before this she had said: 
“The fundamental difference between a developed and an underdeveloped society 1s, 
however, that in the latter the historical laws which would determine the progress of 
that society were suspended by the intrusion of dominant outsiders”. (my emphasis). 
M. von Freyhold: “The Rise and Fall of Colonial Modes of Production”. IFM 
(mimeo), Dar es Salaam. 

“In an advanced society the petty-bourgeois is necessarily from his very position a 
socialist on the one side and an economist on the other; that is to say, he is dazed by the 
magnificence of the big bourgeoisie and has sympathy for the sufferings of the people. 

Deep down in his heart he flatters himself that lie is impartial and has found the right 
equilibrium, which he claims to be something different from mediocrity. A petty- 
bourgeois of this type glorifies contradiction because contradiction is the basis of his 

existence. He is himself nothing but social contradictions in action. He must justify in 
theory what he is in practice, and (M. Proudhon) has the merit of being the scientific 

interpreter of the (French) petty-bourgeoisie — a genuine merit, because the petty- 

bourgeoisie will form an integral part of all the impending social revolutions”. K. 

Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Progress Publishers, 1973, pp. 167. It is, therefore, 

the misfortune of Bettelheim rather than his fault that he is the theoretical 

representative of today’s petty-bourgeoisie.. 


. “Capitalism implanted its own mode of production in those. territories that it 


populated, in the territories that it dominated, however, capitalism did not simply 
destroy the pre-existing modes by appropriating the producers and making them wage 
labourers. The process on the other hand was more complex. The pre-colonial modes 
of production were partially destroyed, restructured:and then incorporated into the 
world capitalist system as subordinate to. the capitalist mode internationally. The 
tendency here, as was pointed out by Charles Bettelheim, was dual; towards both the 
dissolution and the conservation of the pre-capitalist. modes. Their movement was 
henceforth not autonomous but derived from their dependent relation to what was the 
dominant mode in the international capitalist system”. Mahmood Mamdani, ibid: ch. 
5. The distinction between the territories capitalism populated and those it dominated, 


Mamdani attributed to Jairus Banaji. 


- Bill Warren therefore scores another point when he writes: “... empirical observations 
Suggest that the prospects for successful cap! 


talist economic development (implying 
cant number of major underdeveloped countries are quite 


industrialization) of a signifi 1aJO! GENGLO 
F alist industrialization has already been 


good; bstantial progress in capit 
ee the Second World War has been marked by a major 
upsurge in capitalist ‘social relations and productive forces (especially 
industrialization) in the Third World; that in so far as there are obstacles to this 
development, they originate not in current imperialist - Third Ag Age de 
almost entirely from the internal contradictions of aa ba ae t - “ 
imperialist countries’ policies and their overall impact on the ee Ph ote ecuer 
favour its industrialization; * .. . (my emphasis). Bill Warren, 1bid. 
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IS IMPERIALISM PROGRESSIVE? 
D. Wadada Nabudere 


1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


The recent ‘uproar’ — as the Editor called it —in the Daily News over the reviews of 
the Political Economy of Imperialism', gives us an opportunity to revert to the 
whole question of imperialism which was raised in earlier debates over the same 
issue. Readers of the Daily News might have not appreciated the subtleties of the 
arguments which were advanced by the critics of the book, since they may not have 
been aware of these earlier discussions. 

With the appearance of the book, new outcries by the same people but now who 
feigned a grasp of imperialism have come to the fore. Yet these were precisely those 
same forces that denied imperialism as having anything to do with “the internal 
contradictions” of our societies! Expressing profound shock about the book, they 
unleashed their banalities. ‘It is an instrument of positive idealism’!!, declared 
Obeid Mkama —a well-known crony of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeois’ school. ‘It isan 
academic attempt to make history’, declared someone from Iringa! ‘Argue, don’t 
shout;’ shouted ‘a student of the professor’. ‘He deals in absolutes’ retorted a 
Saliwawa of Dar es Salaam. All these empty ‘attacks’ on the book, which the Editor 
correctly called an ‘uproar’, were then closed by the same Editor who reminded us 
that it was no lesser a ‘thinker’ than Marx who said: ‘Philosophers have only 
interpreted the world in various ways; the point, however, is to change it.’ With 
these wise words we were apparently reminded that we were talking too much, 
whereas the point in issue was to change the world; but how, we were not told. 

Be that as it may, the criticism of the book at least revealed that despite efforts by 
the Shivjis, the Mamdanis and the Hirjis, taking vicarious cover under the names of 
these critics, their bankrupt ‘theories’ were becoming more and more banal. Instead 
of trying to read and understand thebook as a whole they were picking on single 
words like ‘multilateral imperialism’, “agent’, etc., to argue in circles. All these 
disputations failed to raise any slightest cloud which would have concealed their 
erroneous views about imperialism. From being opponents of imperialist theory, 
they now wanted the world to believe that they were the strongest supporters of 

correct imperialist theory! This dualism suited them very well, at least their ow? 
€g0; something to talk about. If this had beenall, matters would have been let to lie. 
Ak oie me 1s because there has emerged another school of thought ie 
Tie y itn Siu, of Dar es Salaam with the coming of another a <1 
fSWownis ot Fide af ae guard was David Rosenberg. This Trotskyism en 
puis tne aati he as Bill Warren, Kay, Cowan and others who have j 
because Marx and ie nud. that imperialism is a progressive force in the w0 

. Despite their de eae ein W buddy een le 122eBE). em 

Ae heventhelesetcek treat of Lenin on major issues of his theory of imper a 
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imperialism is a progressive force, ‘developing the productive forces’ of the ‘ex- 
colonies’. These arguments are put in very sharp focus by a paper which has recently 
come to our notice written by J. Shao of the University of Dar es Salaam, 
Economics Department, who is the local spokesman of this school. In his paper 
entitled “Theories of Underdevelopment and Imperialism’, he sets out to argue 
against Charles Bettelheim’s ‘Theoretical Comments’ on Arghiri Emmanuel’s 
book, Unequal Exchange, as well as against what Shao called the University 
‘Marxists’, who he accused of supporting Bettelheim’s theory. 

In his attack, Shao’s main concern was not to delve deep into the arguments and 

counter-arguements of Emmanuel and Bettelheim. His aim was rather limited toan 
attack on Bettelheim’s view on underdevelopment and of imperialism ‘blocking’ the 
productive forces in the ‘ex-colonial’ and semi-colonial countries. Thus we have an 
utterly limited objective which, one might say, ignores the real issues between 
Emmanuel and Bettelheim, and instead focusses on an issue that is not of concern to 
the two. The issue between Emmanuel and Bettelheim was whether the 
relationships between the imperialist countries and Third World countries could be 
reduced to mere trade relationship as such ~a relationship in which the stronger had 
the advantage over the weaker through ‘unequal exchange’ — or whether there were 
other things more basic than this. Bettelheim’s central criticism of Emmanuel, that 
these relationships must be viewed as production relationships in which the 
exploitation of the workers at both ends of the system must be analysed in the 
context of exchange of equivalents, is thus obscured by Shao’s effort to sidetrack 
these issues and concentrate on a singular issue not raised between Emmanuel and 
Bettelheim. It-is not suggested here that such isolation of an issue for specific 
treatment is not acceptable. All we say here is that the real issues of contention in the 
earlier discussion between Emmanuel and Bettelheim should have been brought 
out, if only in summary form, and an opinion expressed on them by Shao before 
embarking on what he regarded as other important issues, requiring singular 
attention, which arose out of the discussion. Suchan approach would have enabled 
us to know where Shao stood as regards the whole debate, a fact that would have 
given Shao’s readers his particular views on Emmanuel’s thesis. This requirement 
will be demonstrated to be of real importance about Shao’s own treatment of 
imperialism. gag ) 

For the moment, however, it is enough for us to declare out attitudes to this 
debate between Emmanuel and Bettelheim. Our attack on Emmanuel has already 
been argued. a oe sir 

We need only say a word or two on Bettelheim’s criticism of Emmanuel. On the 
whole we think that Bettelheim’s general criticism of Emmanuel is justified on the 
central issue of exchange. Bettelheim’s characterization of the relationship between 
the imperialist countries and Third World countries as being determined by 
imperialist exploitation and domination is also correct on the whole. Bettelheim’s 
only failure, in our view, arises out of his incapability to follow up his main thesis 
with a demonstration of how this exploitation takes place in actual life. His failure 
to demonstrate this fact theoretically leads him to re-establish a dualism between 
the centre and the periphery, with the paradoxical result that he himself is later 
convinced to accept the theoretical arguments of Emmanuel! This situation arises 
because, although Bettelheim singled out imperialism as the central contradiction 
in the labour-capital relation, his reading of Lenin’s Imperialism: The Highest 

Stage of Capitalism was inadequate, with the result that he did not have a clear, 

scientific understanding of Lenin’s concept of finance capital, and of its present day 

mechanisms. This alone would have enabled him to establish a monist view of the 
international system of exploitation consistent with his correct characterization of 
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imperialism as the exploiter and dominator of the peoples of the colonies ang neo. 
Coen ere would have vindicated Marx’s scientific observation, baseq 
on his analysis of the capitalist mode of production, that exploitation of labour 
under this mode is only possible on the basis of exchange of equivalents, in Which 
labour-power as a commodity (expressing the level of the needs of subsistence and 
reproduction of the worker and his family), is paid for at its price. In this connectigy, 
Marx stated: 


To explain the general nature of profits, you must start from the theorem 
that, on average, commodities are sold at their value. If you cannot explain 
profit upon this supposition, you cannot explain it at all. 


This scientific position of Marx does not :mply that unequal exchange cannot 
take place between particular countries or individuals. But such occurrence of 
isolated exchanges away from the generai relations cannot constitute the rule fora 
general theory of exchange. Such unequal exchange must be empirically 
demonstrated on the basic theory of value. This means that the general theoretical 
outfit for analysing exchange of equivalents is again the starting point for 
empirically demonstrating unequal exchange in those particular cases. These points 
on Bettelheim, in our view, constitute his strengths and weaknesses against 
Emmanuel’s wholly erroneous theory of international relations in the 
contemporary world. Emmanuel’s erroneous and reactionary theory arises, 
moreover, because of his hostility to the Marxist-Leninist thesis on imperialism. 
And as we pointed out earlier, Shao’s attempt to obscure Emmanuel’s hostility to 
Lenin’s thesis on imperialism forms the cornerstone of Shao’s own pro-imperialist 
views. Emmanuel, before posting his thesis on unequal exchange, had preceded it 
with an attack on Lenin’s thesis. In an article in New Left Review, (No. 73), 
Emmanuel argued that Lenin’s theory of finance imperialism, which ‘is supposed to 
be different from mercantilist imperialism’, had been ‘put to a severe trial’ by the 
break-up, ‘without proportionate violence and without any marked 
impoverishment of the great imperial states or any reduction in their capacity to 
exploit the rest of the world’, of colonial empires which had taken centuries to build. 
For him colonialism had been destroyed, the national question consummated and 
any talk of ‘neo-colonialism’ was ‘unsatisfactory’, no more than a coined word, 
‘devised for arguement’s sake, in the face of an unexpected situation’, Lenin’s work 
on Imperialism was underrated by Emmanuel as a ‘marginal work which never had 
any scientific pretensions, and which was written rapidly (sic!) in the difficult 
conditions of exile with no other documentary at hand but the Berne library’.3 This 
‘demolition’ work by Emmanuel became the point of departure for his ‘new’ and 
‘scientific’ thesis on Unequal Exchange, which he sub-titled, The Imperialism of 

Trade 4 
Thus for Emmanuel, the imperialism of the era of collapsing empires just as that 
of mercantilism, is the imperialism of trade and not the imperialism of finance 
capital with which Lenin was concerned, There are independent countries at the 
to er pi PerDbary. cach having relations with one another on the basis of 
Rieter a oe ies ati. one cheating the other through unequal equ 
Thue ‘e _ rite aig Ae inte a inequality In wages between the two ~ of 
Pre uaa ps ere Wages regardless of the technical ponapenit') Ne 
so OSs Anca nas i t a the exchange of these unequal exports tha pa es 
Capital accumulation in th rrr ne ae SUDA nie sayrioh eee 
through. trade, is the ee pd which deprives the periphery of these surp i 
, ult of this relationship. Thus in the periphery a narr 
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stagnant market is inevitable and because of this capital is discouraged and forced 
to flee. 

The real bottleneck for these Third World countries is, therefore, the internal 
structures which tend to perpetuate this situation. Therefore, Emmanuel advises 
these countries to tax exports and ‘transfer this excess surplus value to the (neo- 
colonial) state, and diversify production from export sectors to replace import 
sectors’. Emmanuel is probably not aware that this itself is a neo-colonial strategy 
of import substitution, about which many neo-colonial states need no theoretical 
constructs from him, since many of them have considerable experience in this field 
with its record of failure manifesting itself in today’s demand for a new 
international economic order! 

All this recounting is necessary, although perhaps somewhat boring, because one 
needs to show the groundings of Shao’s aberrations on imperialism. It is not by 
accident that Shao talks of our countries as being ‘ex-colonies’ instead of ‘neo- 
colonies’. This is because, like Emmanuel, he sees the national question as having 
been consummated and the tasks for capitalist development as having been passed 
to the ‘national bourgeoisies of our countries. Therefore, to talk of imperialist 

domination of these bourgeoisies by the imperialist financial oligarchy is to hide 
these bourgeoisies from ‘responsibility’ for what is going on in these countries. We 
can see here the similarity in conclusions with the Trotskyists of the ‘left’ — the 
Shiyjis and Mamdanis who have argued in the same vein. Thus for Shao, what we 
have today in the imperialist world is the capitalist mode of production on a world 
scale. Each of the countries in this world 1s a unit which is inter-connected with 
other units through capitalist relations because all capitals are ‘interdependent’. 

Here we have neither dominated nor dominating countries. This is what Henry 

Bernstein told us also on the debate on imperialism and the world market in 

Nkrumah Hall last month. To talk of imperialist domination, according to Shao. 

also is to engage in a generality and populist claptrap against the working class! 

These views are not isolated and for Shao they come from a very illuminating 
intellectual source, richer in content than those of the ‘University Marxists’, whom, 
by the way. he tells usare Shivji, Mamdaniand Freyhold! Shao’s intellectual source 
is specifically Bill Warren, whom Shao tells us is ‘brilliant’. Before we turn to the 
real content of Shao’s pro-imperialist arguements, we must trace them, as science 
requires us to do, to their real intellectual roots. In this way we expose the trend 


rather than merely the individual. 


2. IMPERIALIST ECONOMISM OF TODAY 


In this section we try to show the link between Shao and Bill Warren. Just as we 
have done with Arghiri Emmanuel, we shall first argue that the real theoretical and 
ideological starting point for Warren is his anti-Leninist standpoint. A transcript 
report of the talk Warren gave in 1974 ata public meeting at Belco Hall, London, on 
Lenin’s Imperialism, gives us a deeper understanding of the ideological basis for his 
earlier theoretical piece published in the New Left Review. In this talk, Warren tries 
to convince us that Lenin’s /mperialism was ‘in many respects, self-contradictory 
factually incorrect, and consequently it has had harmful effects ~ at least, it is now 
having harmful effects —- on the working class movement, both in the developed and 
in the under-developed world’. In this rather incoherent fashion we are encouraged 
to believe that Lenin’s ‘primary task’ in writing the pamphlet was to explain the 
causes of World War I and why ‘large sections’ of the working class fought 

Patriotically on the side of their imperialist bourgeoisie, leading to a split in the 
international movement: 
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And as far as Lenin was concerned it seems to be the case that he was aboy 
all most concerned to explain this split in the working class MOvement ana 
the opportunism of the western working class... He related both , 
imperialism. [p. |-2]. 


As can again be seen, Warten is incoherent as to Lenin’s real aim in Writing his 
thesis, but this apparently considered explanation has its aim too, as we shall Soon 
see. But to turn to Lenin himself, there can be no doubt as to what his aim was in 


writing /mperialism: 


The main purpose of the book was, and remains, to the present, on the basis 
of the summarised returns of irrefutable bourgeois statistics, and the 
admissions of bourgeois scholars of all countries, is [to show] a composite 

icture of the world capitalist system in its international relationships at the 
beginning of the twentieth century — on the eve of the first world imperialists 
war.® 


Clearly Lenin’s main aim in the pamphlet was to give ‘a composite picture of the 
world capitalist system’ at the turn of the century. In order to prove Lenin wrong, 
Warren had, therefore, to present a coherently argued case that, in fact, that was not 
so; and in order to prove him harmful he had also to convincingly demonstrate what 
“harm”, in historical and concrete terms, Lenin did by his analysis. Warren fails 
miserably to do so! He gives us disjointed arguments on investments, profits, 
capital exports, to argue that imperialism.was not behind all these happenings. We 
have argues. and made rebuttals to these banalities and the reader is referred to that 
polemic. We would only bring out here Bill Warren’s arguments about Lenin’s 
harmfulness, resulting from the latter’s observation that under imperialism 
capitalism was overripe in the imperialist countries. Warren’s central attack on 
Lenin is concentrated only in this statement: 


What I want to deal with mainly is the whole conception of the overripeness 
of capitalism, and in this conception the idea of capital export is crucial. It is 
first crucial because it is taken by Lenin to be the main evidence in some 
respects of the idea that capitalism is overripe. [p. 4] 


This initial attack is important because, as we shall see, Warren is going to argue 
that export of capital to backward countries developed the productive forces; the 
initial attack is also Warren’s further basis for castigating Lenin as not being clear 
enough on this point. The attack is also central because territorial redivision is 
associated with it/ Warren argues that in fact territorial division in the period 1870- 
1914 was not associated with overripeness of capitalism; on the contrary, the U.S.., 
Germany, and small imperialist states (‘if you could call them imperialist’) were 
themselves importers of capital. So naturally, for Bill Warren, that was proof that 
capitalism was not so ripe in these countries as to overflow.to the colonies as such. 
This banal argument associates Lenin with the idea that capital exports which were 
due to the overripeness of capitalism in the imperialist countries was a centre 
periphery affair alone. As we know, Lenin’s arguments were more detailed than 
that. Lenin gave figures in a table showing capital invested abroad for Britain, 
France and Germany for the period 1862-1914, These figures showed that Br itish 
tvestments rose from 3.6 billion francs in 1862 to 100 billion in 1914, and for 
France from 10 billion francs in 1869 to 60 billion in 1914, while for Germany thes* 
Tose from 12.5 in 1902 to 44 billion in 1914. In another table he broke down thes® 


investments and their distribution in dj 1910. This 
ghoieeds drat istribution in different parts of the globe in 
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The principal sphere of investment of British capital are the British colonies 
which were very large also in America (for example, Canada), not to mention 
Asia, etc. In this case, enormous exports of capital are bound up most closely 
with vast colonies, of the importance of which we shall speak more later. In 
the case of France the situation is different. French capital exports are 
invested maily in Europe, primarily in Russia (at least ten thousand million 
francs). This is mainly loan capital, government loans, and not capital 
invested in industrial capital undertakings. Unlike British colonial 
imperialism, French imperialism might be termed usury imperialism. In case 
of Germany, we have a third type; colonies are inconsiderable, and German 
capital invested abroad is divided most evenly between Europe and 
America.’ 





Thus we have a clear answer from Lenin as to the types of capital exports in this 
period, as against Warren’s incoherencies on the same issue. Moreover, Lenin 1s 
clear as to each type of capital exported and does not leave us in generalities about 
capital exports. With him we have the types and the directions of each, as wellas the 
countries from and to which it went. Warren, however, is not satisfied with this 
clarity. He goes further to assert that capital exports before 1870 grew faster than 
after, the reason for advancing such argument being that capital exports are nota 
characteristic of modern imperialism as such! Here again our imperialist economist 
cannot explain to himself — for we do not need his explanations to understand the 
point — what capital he is talking about, loan or finance, and from whom. If he had 
cared to dig further, he would have found that capital exports in this earlier period 
were not finance capital. They were loan capital, raised through brokers, going to 
governments in South America for military equipment and supplies: and mainly 
from Britain to Europe, also to governments, to build railways. These capital 
exports were not controlled by banks and the oligarchy. Only later do financial 
houses come into the picture after the joint-stock company has become a legal 
entity. Moreover, Warren cannot explain to himself why there was a decline in 
investment in relative terms after 1870, say, for England, with which he should be 
more familiar. If he had done so, he would have found that, even if they declined 
absolutely, this would not be an argument against Lenin’s overripeness of 
capitalism, for Lenin’s concept of overripeness is related to the profitability of 
particular lines of production and not money capitals. He would have found that 
Britain’s relative decline in investment between 1870 and 1914 was caused by the 
profitability crisis of the 1870s, itself a sign of overripeness, leading to a serious 
decline of prices — the result of the second industrial and technological revolution of 
the 1860s, with the result that export values fell, while export quantities could only 
increase with difficulty because of the US and German challenge in the world 
market. He would have found that Britain had in the meantime to buy more food, 
more copper. and more iron and wool for which she had to pay. Thus whereas her 
total investments abroad in 1874 stood at 15 million pounds, this had within three 
years been withdrawn. Jenks, a bourgeois economist not of the exceedinlgy 

obscurantist type like that of the Bill Warrens, pointed out: 


In 1876 and 1877, Great Britain collected income from her foreign property 
. [note Warren!].for home consumption. She was at the end of the era. The 
balance of industry and agriculture at home had been destroyed. She could 
scarcely balance her requirements of food and raw materials with the 
manufactures she could export and the freight her merchant marine could 
collect. The export of surplus capital was over. Her further investments were 
tocome fora generation from the accruing profits of those which had already 
been made. They had to consist of what a German writer has termed the 


‘secondary export of capital’. 
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This, we should have thought, ould explain Bill WY BETS Tg ig if he had id, 
bourgeois economists instead of rushing to queigenients ‘ out Lenin, Warréa: 
hanalities are what he calls ‘points against age Ss concept of OVErTipenesg of 
capitalism under imperialism, for Warren states: 


Now. if you add all these points together, qemblig export of capital, from : 
fairly early stage of industrialisation, the faster export of capital inthe Period 
before 1870, the fact that major imperialist powers were actually ney 
importers of capital, the fact that domination by monopolies and a financia| 
oligarchy was not characteristic of the major imperialist countries, all of 
these when you add them together have one thing in common. Each of them 
serves quite seriously to weaken the idea that capitalism was overripe and 
that capital export was the result of this overrippeness. And therefore it 
serves to weaken the whole theory of imperialism as being based on the 
overripeness of the capitalist economies. [p. 6] 


All these so-called points when ‘added together’ on the contrary, go to weaken 
any idea that Bill Warren had any faintest ‘idea’ about Lenin’s concept of 
overripeness of monopoly capitalism nor any faintest understanding of the theory 
of imperialism. This is even made more abundantly clear by Warren’s further 
conclusions drawn from all these ‘points’, for he states: 


It is quite possible that, for example, trade or market reasons, which are quite 
irrespective of overripeness, that the major imperialist countries will reach a 
stage when they begin to divide the world among them quite irrespective of 
whether or not they are internally mature (what an illusion, when in fact they 
are already mature and ‘overripe’ for overthrow!), or internally overripe (in 
fact they are externally, too!) [p. 6]. | ee a 


I thought I smelt a Kautskyite rat but that wil! come later. But this'is only one 
eclectic ‘hand’. There is another ‘hand’, for Warren continues: 


On the other hand, it is quite possible that they will become internally 
overripe before the world has reached the stage that it becomes completely 
divided a [what a mess, the world was completely divided: by 1914!]. In fact, 
as I have sctually been arguing there is good reason to suppose that the 
Overripeness of major capitalist economics and the redivision of the world 
were not coincidental and in fact lam not entirely clear in what sense one can 
really talk about the overripeness of the capitalist economy, but I will touch 
on that later! [p. 6]. AEG oes te 7 | 


Such confusion, and incoherencies, and banalities are suggested by Bill. Warren 
to be a challenge to Lenin’s scientific thesis on imperialism. Warren is not sure in 
what sense he himself can ‘talk’ of Overripeness yet he feels competent to challenge 
those who have a scientific sense of overripeness! He lulls us into ‘possibilities’ of 
Mew division’, not redivisions, for trade reasons of which he is also not sure! He 
Obie wae ‘example’ for this ‘irrespective of overripeness’, He engages us into- 
86 ge a future ‘overipeness’ before the capitalist world had disappeared, 
Shi 40tick " ae WN awe ring! We would have concluded with Bill Warren and left 
Wish distant hg s if there-were nothing more to him. But we still have a Pans 
pa, “he wera geacene the general conclusion drawn from all this that wha 
as defined by Lenin "but th me is eetory ang export of capital bits daa aat 4 bea 

Ae 3 ee ; rade rivalries resulting from earlier British supremacy 
Stee Bao ete 914, the period with which Lenin is concerned, according t© 
‘ Ing Menaced in all its main markets’, including its own home 





29 


market, By the US and Germany. He does not tell us what was behind this 
‘MENACE, He seems to suggest that this was due to ‘consciousness’ of the 
competitors, yet it 1s not quite clear what brought about this ‘consciousness’. Even if 
we were to grant Warren every possible benefit of the doubt, it would still not be 
clear how someone who claims to be a Marxist can separate trade and the market 
from finance and production itself, which creates the market, as well as from the 
historical conditions under which all these circumstances arise dialectically. This 
eclectic analysis leads him into the same position as Emmanuel in concluding that 
what Lenin mistook for imperialism of finance capital export was nothing but an 
imperialism of trade: 


Therefore from both the negative and positive evidence it 1s strongly 
suggested that the economic rivalries underlying the imperialist competition 
of this period were fundamentally trade rivalry. Insofar as [they were — Ed.] 
trade rivalries, then we have to again knock a prop from under the idea that 
capitalism was overripe. [p. 9] 


Although Warren does not tell us what the situation would be ‘insofar as’ export 
of capital, which he admits took place, he glosses over this issue because he is going 
to say that such capital exports ‘developed the productive forces’. This is the very 
basis for denying that there are any specific stages through which capitalism has 
passed, one vigorous and youthful and the other overripe, moribund and parasitic, 


for he asks: 


Can we say that imperialism is the last [sic!] stage of capitalism? Does the 
experience after 1914 [what about before 1914 but after 1870?] support the 
thesis that imperialismis the last stage of capitalism? Well, bea ring 1m mind of 
the difficulties of what is imperialism [sic! not even trade imperialism!?], for 
example if we define it as monopoly capitalism there are signs [!] that 
monopoly capitalism is here to stay until socialism comes. 


Although this later contention would then prove that in fact imperialist is the 
highest stage of capitalism... for it has been overthrown in nearly one-half of the 
world... Warren sticks to the dogmatic idea that ‘hopefully’ that would not in fact 
be so, for he then comes to his central thesis that capitalism has never been anything 
but progressive. It is for this reason that Warren opposes Lenin’s overripeness 
theory, from which theory Lenin concluded that monopoly capitalism ts parasitic, 
coupon clipping and ‘robbery’ of Third World countries by the imperialist ones. 
At this stage Bill Warren’s true class role as spokesman of the imperialist 
mes out so clearly. Although he admits ‘a sense’ in which it could be 
does take place, namely in the sense that ‘all exploitation is 
to defend this too on the ground that Britain maintained an 
king in the name of his imperialist masters, with whom he 


bourgeoisie co 
said that robbery 
robbery’, yet he is able 
‘imports surplus’. Spea 
identifies himself, he tells us: 
We imported more goods than we were selling abroad. We financed this toa 
large degree by the profits we earned from our earlier investments abroad. It 
is not correct to characterise these profits as being robbery; these profits were 
the necessary condition for the British investments in the first place [who 
would assert otherwise, except that in fact they were superprofits and not 
mere average profits?], and these investments abroad were on the whole 
highly productive and tended to create much more advanced economic 


systems. [p, 10] 


Bill Warren then continues his Case 
that, when capital extracts a profit in ¢ 


for the financial oligarchy by pointing out 
hose circumstances it is because it has 
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‘created’ a surplus, 101 nothing can be taken trom nothing 
, ‘never one sees references 1N lel “WINng literature toa surplus bein 
Pha gt underdeveloped countries, ut OUBAT ig a Pons in mind that 
before this surplus can be drained it nS LO My : real = a the course Of its 
creation permanent assets are left behind 1n the country concerned. [p. 11] 
This is why Lenin’s view on imperialism ‘in some respects’ had progressive effects ‘in 
giving vigour and rationale to the anti-imperialist movement , but in the period 
after the Second World War it is undoubtedly having, 1t has had and 1s still having 
to my mind a profoundly harmful effect in the development of socialist politics both 
in the developed and the underdeveloped countries’ [ pp. 12-13]. In brief, we are 
presented with dubious and very harmful anti-Leninist views in Warren’s talk, 
Warren is so lost in the obscure niceties of his case that he does not bother about the 
fact that ‘left-wing literature’ does not condemn the draining of profits as such but 
the draining of superprofits which are only obtainable in the Third World countries 
by the monopolies. Moreover, such superprofits are obtainable by these 
monopolies because of national oppression in the colonies and former colonies. 
Warren reminds us of Kautsky’s concept of imperialism without contradictions, its 
analysis at economic level without its politics. For how does capitalism develop 
without its politics, the politics of national oppression? Warren, moreover, gives 
illusions of the ‘possibility’ of redivision in the future, without the ‘harmful’ 
elements of the real imperialism of finance, but under an imperialism of trade. 
Bill Warren exhibits a sorry understanding of the literature on capitalist 
development when he tries to make us believe that it is Lenin.who introduced the 
issue of parasitism of capitalism. Yet it was no lessa person than Marx himself who 
scientifically explains this phenomenon. In his Capital, Vol. III, in the chapter on 
the role of credit in capitalist development, Marx draws attention to the 
phenomenon of the increasing transformation of ‘the actual functioning capitalist 
into a mere manager’ of other people’s capital, and of thé owner of capital into a 
mere money capitalist now earning a mere interest for the application ofhis capital 
by the manager. It is this transformation which is accompanied by the creation of 
stock companies, ‘a necessary transitional phase towards the reconversion of 
capital into the property of producers’, that is towards socialism. In other words, 
Marx is telling us that capitalism develops and rules itself out, but in phases. One of 
these phases is a phase of parasitism, a phase characterized by ‘monopoly in certain 
spheres and thereby requiring state interference’ to sustain it: . | 











It produces a new financial aristocracy, a new variety of parasites in the shape 
of promoters, speculators and simply nominal directors: a whole system of 
swindling and cheating by means of corporation promotion, stock insurance, 


and stock speculation. It is private production without the control of private 
property. Silen 


Nor did Marx conjure up the idea of these speculators from the ‘fantasies’ of his 
proletarian ‘wickedness’. He obtained his evidence from the working of the 
wear system itself and from the evidence cited by the bourgeoisie itself. We have 
: ih to a bourgeois economist, Jenks, who wrote about the migration of British 
em: ‘a las Jenks Says in his analysis that, with the rise of the stock 
sae ree ; re also arose ‘democratization’ in the money market, as many people 

Ow buy shares in the new properties. But he continues to observe that such 


wideni Re tage : ; AT ot ates . 
ng of Participation in the profits of business did not mean its democratic 
ontrol. On the contrary: ial. eae: ae 
i tor? it? aa 


There came a divorce of proprietership from control. Not even boards of 
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<— 4 





261 


directors were adequate to the latter function. To manage both business and 
its nominal organs of control there developed in a shadowy from financial 
and promoting groups, centering now about and indispensable banker such 
as George Car Glyn, now about a flashy organiser such as George Hudson 
and again about the personality of a great contractor and railway builder. 
The interests of such groups in many instances dominated the policy [i.e., of 
the company ].!° : 


Is this not what Lenin refers to in the era of intensified speculation, not through the 
stock exchange, but through the monopoly banks and monopoly industry which 
have merged or coalesced, giving rise to the financial oligarchy which Marx referred 
to as the financial aristocracy in his time? It is this oligarchy, that engages in this 
ever-increasing swindling and cheating, and in clipping of coupons the world over, 
which Bill Warren tries to mystify under the general label ‘capitalist development’. 
Is this not what Lenin analyses at some length in section IU of his pamphlet, in 
which he shows this parasitic clique, through the holding Company, is able to 
engage “with impunity’ in all sorts of ‘shady and dirty tricks to cheat the public’ and, 
through balance-sheet ‘juggling’, to engage in all manner of speculative robberies? 
Lenin’s words reproduced below are a clear summing-up of the experience in 
capitalist development and decay since Marx wrote. He observed thus: 


Finance capital, concentrated in a few hands and exercising a virtual 
monopoly, exacts enormous and ever-increasing profits from the floating of 
companies, issue of stock, state loans, etc., strengthens the domination of the 
financial oligarchy and levies tribute upon the whole society for the benefit of 
monopolists.!! 


It is this parasitic clique of speculators, not only levying tribute on society as a 
whole in the imperialist country but also clipping coupons all over the world, that 
Lenin talks about. Such-is the era of monopoly capitalism, the era of modern 
imperialism. We leave Warren’s other article on industrialization to be handled in 


the next section. 


3. IMPERIALISM AS A DEVELOPER OF THE 
PRODUCTIVE FORCES-THE CASE OF,SHAO 


Having shown the roots of Shao’s inclinations in Warren, we now turn to him in 
his dialogue with Bettelheim. We have shown his weaknesses in handling the issue. 
We are able to see his shallowness in swallowing root and branch all the imperialist 
economism that goes against the anti-imperialist struggles of our people and their 
determination to continue the struggle until the domination of our countries by 
finance capital is wholly destroyed and the fetters that imperialism places over the 
development of our countries’ productive forces removed. Anybody who calls 
himself a Marxist but ignores these facts is af raud. There can be no doubt that the 


history of the post-Second World War period shows that imperialism isareal threat — 


to the further development of our countries. The reality that neo-colonialism 
imposes on our societies is so obvious that many honest leaders of Africa, despite 
their role in it, see it very clearly. President Nyerere in his Ibadan speech observed 
that the reality of meo-colonialism becomes: obvious when a new African 
government tries to act to advance the economic interests of its people: | 

i iscovers that it inherited the power to 
ae tet government immed a events, and so on, but that it did not 


make laws, to treat w1 oC Ce ae ae 
fn inherit effective power over economic developments in ts Own scountry. | 


a 
= 





it often discovers that there is no such thing asa national cconomyat 
there exists in its land various economic activities which are 

D.W.N.] outside its jurisdiction, which 
d which are run in the interest of Outside 


Indeed, 
all! Instead, 
owned by people [Le. monopolies 
are directed at external needs, an 
economic powers.!? 
These economic powers which the President refers to are monopoly Interests vested 
in the neo-colony by the export of finance capital, which then ties down loca] 
resources to its needs. What President Nyerere says here represents the democratic 
sentiments of the oppressed peoples of the Third World. It represents the reality of 
the fact that lathough the right to self-determination and independence was 
achieved at the political level, the domination of imperialist finance capital 
continues its grip on our countries. This is the same thing as saying that there was 
only a partial resolution of the national question, implying that the struggle against 
imperialism must continue. But this is precisely the issue upon which the whole 
edifice of the Bill Warren/Shao vulgarisms must stumble and fall. 

To be sure, although Warren argues on the one hand that imperialist 
exploitation, as Lenin analysed it, does not exist, yet in his article on 
industrialization he seems to agree that it exists, but not entirely! He sees neo- 
colonialism as a ‘term’ intended to designate the view that formal, political, 
independence, ‘has not substantially modified the relations of domination and 
exploitation by the developed capitalist imperialist countries over the Third 
World’, and hence also (which in our view does not follow) that ‘formal 
independence has not significantly improved the prospects of industrialization in 
the periphery’. Thus, although in our view national independence and the 
continued struggle against imperialist exploitation and domination are not 
irreconcilable with a significant increase in industrialization as such, for Warren 
and Shao they are: that is their thesis. That is why Warren continues that ‘even if 
inequality [what has inequality got to do with it?] — persists unabated’ — which 
according to him is not the case - ‘the character of inequality must have been 
significantly, and not marginally, altered by the industrialization achieved since the 
war’ [emphasis added]. It is for this reason that: 





The term ‘neo-colonialism’, although, possessing certain merits (sic!) in 
stressing the continuation of imperialist domination and exploitation, is thus 
misleading in so far as it obscures the new and dynamic elements in the 
situation, both as to causes... and as to effects. 


In other words, although imperialist domination continues unabated ‘to some 
extent’, its harmful ‘effects’ are counter-balanced by a significant rate of 
industrialization! But in order to prove that industrialization has taken place, we 
must start from the dogmatic proposition that independence ‘must have’ 
significantly altered the chances for industrialisation! Although the Warrens deay 
Capitalism’s parasitism and its capability of draining without creating, they can still 
(dualistically) talk of imperialism as a term having merit in stressing the ‘continued’ 
exploitation and domination ~ which they are not sure takes place! This is the 
economism that Shao swallows root and bra nch, because for him even colonialism, 
and not neo-colonialism, would have done! He says: 


- ate ee Which Bettelheim su ppressed [i.e. from Marx on industry 
A igh ee - ¢ ong model] and which thes in the face of this theory and 
figment oF Bene t at the theory of polarised development is Marxist a 

cttelheim’s excessively fertile imagination. Colonialism, the 


dominati Pe * 
hers AGES the world by the capitalist mode of production, the 
1vision of labour and development of the roductive forces 1 
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the colonies are not incompatible. On the countrary. They provide the 


conditions for the rapid development of the productive forces on world scale. 
[Emphasis is in original Ed.] 


We shall see that Shao’s concept of the development of the productive forces is 
exactly the same as that of Warren’s about industrialization. Since this is the major 
attack by Shao on Bettelheim, it will be necessary for us, at this stage, to disentangle 
the issue between him and Bettelheim in order to make sense of what Shao is up to. 
We have already argued the weaknesses of Bettelheim in his disputations with Bill 
Warren, which Shao does not do in his paper. Bettelheim’s weaknesses, 
nevertheless, are not the issue with Shao for we have already indicated that Shao 
takes on Bettelheim on an issue which is not in question between Emmanuel and 
Bettelheim. But the issue of ‘polarized development’ that Shao now singles out for 
attack proves ‘fertile’ for Shao in his own struggle to assert imperialist economism. 

To begin with, Shao’s disagreement with Bettelheim is over whether capitalista in 

its development, in its introducing a certain divison of labour ona world scale, leads 
to polarized development and blocking of the productive forces at one pole, in 
which the essential element is the domination of the world by the capitalist mode of 
production. Shao sets out to disprove this, but instead of posing the issues arising 
out of this rather incoherent framing of the relations between imperialism and the 
Third World, he leads the discussion into narrow focus in order to assert his own 
narrow compradorial position. It is quite clear here that the issues of whether 
capitalism develops the productive forces (or rather fetters them, as Shao would 
have preferred) or not is an issue that must be tackled historically and in relation to 
the whole issue of imperialism. Instead Shao argues about capitalist development in 
general and the capitalist mode of production on a world scale in general, thus 
obscuring the real relations between imperialist exploitation and oppression of 
nations, countries and peoples. Bettelheim, although not too clear in his own 
theoretical arguments — because of his lack of grasp of the concept of finance capital 
~ nevertheless is generally on the right track in saying that the blocking or fettering 
of the productive forces in the Third World was brought about principally by 
imperialist exploitation and domination. Instead of curing the theoretical 
weaknesses of Bettelheim, Shao, on the contrary, takes advantage of them: or, 
because of them, he manages to drag the debate back in terms of history to talking 
about capitalist development in general, out of historical context. 

As we have seen, Shao argues that colonialism is not inconsistent with the 
development of the productive forces in the backward countries. Once capitalism 
has been introduced by imperialism, capitalist development takes root where none 
could have taken place and begins to ‘develop the productive forces’. In this he takes 
the authority — to no avail, in our view —to support his thesis from Marx. Hisattack 
on the concept of the ‘two poles’ springs from this authority: 


What conclusion does Bettelheim draw from this observation? From this 
observation he draws the conclusion that polarised development of the 
world’s productive forces follows. In other words, this division of labour 
springs up and remains so, unchanging and immutable in the one pole 
relative to the other pole. That is the conclusion Bettelheim draws and forms 
the hub of his subsequent constructs on polarised development. 


Shao then goes on to quote Marx that, once the factory system has taken root and 
achieved a breadth of footing, and ‘a definite degree of maturity’ (emphasis added), 
particularly in mining iron metals had been achieved, and transport has been 
revolutionised, ‘this mode of production acquires an elasticity, a capacity for 
sudden extension by leaps and bounds that find no hindrance except in the supply 





264 


of raw materials and in the disposal of the produce’. This, according to Marx and 
contrary to Shao’s caricature, goes to increase the prod uction of raw materials, and 
the cheapness of the manufactures, with the new means of transport leading to 
increasing conquering of foreign markets: “By ruining handicraft production in 
other countries, machinery forcibly converts them into fields for the supply of raw 
materials’. This is how East India produced cotton, wool, hemp, jute and indigo for 
Great Britain. Marx then points out that this development leads to movement of 
population in new lands like Australia, thus creating a new division of labour, ‘a 
division suited to the requirements of the chief centres of modern industry’, and 
converting one part of the globe into a chiefly agricultural field of production for 
supplying the other part, which remains a chiefly industrial field.!3 From these 
profound observations of Marx, Shao draws very historical ‘observations’ of his 
own, which lead him into misusing Marx’s authority. First, he ‘observes’ that 
contrary to Bettelheim, Marx (correctly) meant that the industry that was 
destroyed in the backward areas was of the Asiatic despotic type and not capitalist 
industry which laid the material foundation for modern industry. But then Shao 
draws a one-sided conclusion: | 





The present condition of India, with its heavy industrial production and 
pursuit for foreign raw materials as well as markets, proves Marx’s 
observations absolutely right and how little Bettelheim has understood Marx 


or capitalist society - its nature, the preconditions for its genesis, or its 
historic tasks. | 


Actually Marx’s observation ‘proves’ Shao ‘absolutely’ wrong. Marx here was 
talking of an industry that was developing in the conditions of early European and 
particularly British capitalism and not in India; but, on the contrary, precisely 
under historical and material conditions in which Britain could call India, Australia 
and many other countries into the production of raw materials which limited their 
expansion, under conditions when Britain could remain mainly an industrial field 
and India and other countries mainly agricultural fields. The conditions under 
which India engaged in industrialization are not the same, to the extent that India 
today cannot call] any country into production of raw materials for her industry 
except it he as an adjunct of existing monopolistic control of the world’s fields of 
raw materials and markets, the division of which was long completed. In this 
division India finds herself as one such field and market in a ‘highly intricate system 
of imperialist exploitation and domination, which only the imperialist economists 
of the ‘left’ are capable of mystifying as an independent capitalist development. 
Shao — just as does his intellectual mentor, Warren — argues very eclectically that 
(and this is his so-called second observation) the record of the last {00 years and 
particularly that after the Second World War, ‘again proves Marx absolutely right 
and Bettelheim absolutely wrong, and his self-professed Marxism a farce’ namely, 
that ‘successful industrialisation has taken place in India’. 5 rat 
_ The ahistoricism that forms the cornerstone of Shao’s mystifications leads him 
into deeper waters from which he cannot retreat without drowning, for in his third 
observation he tries to enlighten us as to Marx’s real intention in drawing attention 
to two types of colonies, India and Australia (which would include the U.S.A. and 
South Africa). Shao’s reason for doing this is to show that raw material production 
was not the sole specialization in all the colonies, in order to disprove Bettelheim’> 
thesis of polarized development: , ; D8 


The laws of development of sociéty are not scared sic!] or cowed by pane 
or On of any society. On the contrary, it is people like Charles Bettelhem 
and the theoreticians of the dependency school who are scared of these laws: 


sir 
Mn =< 
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Shao then goes on to argue on the authority of Marx and Engles that the economic 
development of the U.S.A. was itselfa product of Europeandevelopment, although 
it remained a European colony. Quoting Engles as saying the ‘since 1866, the United 
States had by 1890 developed an industry which holds second place in the world, 
without on that account entirely losing their colonial character’ Shao now argues to 
make the general observation quoted above that colonialism is not inconsistent with 
the development of the productive forces. 

Although Shao is very keen to quote the authority of Marx to support his 
arguments, he does a lot of injustice to his case by using one side of Marx in order to 
prove the other side of the same Marx wrong! Thus although he uses these quotes to 
say that India was industrialized and therefore developing her productive forces, he 
does not tell us that Marx does not say that in absolute terms. Marx states the 
contrary! In his article on ‘British Rule in India’, Marx emphatically points to lack 
of overall development for India under British colonialism. He said: 


There cannot, however, remain any doubt but that the misery inflicted by the 
British on Hindostan is of an essentially different and infinitely more 
extensive kind thanall Hindostan had to suffer before... England has broken 
down the entire framework of Indian society, without any symptoms of 
reconstitution yet appearing: This loss of his world, with no gain of a new 
one, imparts a particular kind of melancholy to the present misery of the 
Hindoo, and separates Hindostan, ruled by Britain, from its ancient 
traditions, and from the whole of its past history.'* 


This was 1853. In the same year Marx reverted to the issue in his article on the 
‘Future Results of British Rule in India’, where he pointed out that this misery laid 
the necessary material conditions for future development of India under conditions 
of national independence in India or of socialism in England: 


All the English bourgeoisie may be forced to do will neither emancipate nor 
materially mend the social condition of the mass of the people [please not our 
imperialist economist!], depending not only on the development of the 
productive powers, but their appropriation by the people. But what they will . 
do is to lay down the material premises for both. Has the bourgeoisie ever 
done more? Has it ever effected a progress without dragging individuals and 
peoples through blood and dirt, through misery and degradation? The 


Indians will not reap the fruits of the new elements of society scattered amon 
them by the British bourgeoisie, till in Great Britain itself the now ruling 


Glasses shall have been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or the 
Hindoos themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off the Englis 


Ge. colonial) yoke.! Emphasis added]. 





Shao and his imperialist economist friends should note that this was.a period of, 
competitive capitalism, a period when capitalism was still strong and rejuvenating 
other parts of Europe and America, ‘when prices of primary commodities and 
manufactures were still fixed primarily by the free market that it was possible under 
favourable historical and technological conditions for a colony like the US to 
develop faster. But this was not possible fora colony like India without the strength 


of the bourgeoisie to mobilize all the classes in India for national liberation. It 
ulgar economist who detached the 


should also be noted that Marx was not a vulgar 

economics of capitalist development from politics like our modern economists go. 
And yet again Marx was writing this ata time when new productive forces had been 
introduced in India. Despite this fact Marx did not get drunk with these gee 
developments in order to ignore the real social conditions and political dimensions: 
that these implied for the Indian people. Can the truth of these observations and 
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predictions of Marx not be confirmed DY. ae purposes the gigantic 
development in the productive forces that the conce nt ation o cal ital have brought 
about in India, India’s partial resolution of the national question has not as yet 
released India from the grip of imperialist finance capital and national oppression, 
Is the misery of the Indian people in India today not proof beyond doubt that Shao 
and his imperialist economist friends are the biggest enemies of the people who 
erovel before statistics of inflation and imperialist domination and call them 
national development of the “productive forces”, shutting their eyes to, and 
elossing over. one of the most fundamental contradictions of our times, namely, 
that between imperialism and the people of the oppressed countries. 

Yet Shao’s wrong position equips him with the necessary wrath to attack what 
appears to us to be a reasonable conclusion of Bettelheim which is consistent with 
the above position of Marx. For, Shao now quotes Bettelheim as follows: 


It is therefore imperialist domination and the incapacity of the dominant 
classes of the poor countries... that accounts for the stagnation of the poor 
countries. .. (this domination favours) the maintenance or in some cases the 
development in the dominated countries of production relations and 
ideological relations that have blocked the development of the productive 
forces. 


Having quoted Bettelheim thus, Shao then proceeds to attack him. But attack him 
over what? Over the fact that Bettelheim is here suggesting that capitalist relations 
in the imperialist world cannot be viewed on a national scale, but essentially ona 
world scale; for he continues: 


Thus Bettelheim takes the capitalist world economy as his starting point and 
from here he makes his inroads and investigations into parts or halves or 
poles of the capitalist world economy. It is not national capitalism which 
grows into world capitalism. Oh no! On the contrary. It is world capitalism 
which fractions itself, bends itself over backwards into national or regional 
capitalism. World capitalism is not an image of national capitalism but 
national capitalism is the reflection of the former. The wood do not make the 
forest; on the contrary, the forest makes the wood. World capitalism is a 
specific and integral system. It is the independent variable while national 
capitalism is the dependent variable. 


This play of words that merely confuses issues is here meant to destabilize 
Bettelheim on his pedestal ready for demolition through a manipulated association 
with Trotsky’s “Permanent Revolution”. For having said this he then states that 
this way of looking at things is shared by the ‘vast majority of the current “Marxist” 


theoreticians of underdevelopment’ as well as Trotsky. But this does not include 
the Great Bill Warren: 


The exception I knew of is Bill Warren in his brilliant article, ‘Imperialism 
and Capitalist Industrialisation’ (New Left Review, No. 81,.September- 
Pctober 1973) Bill Warren’s critics, for example, demand that Warren 
Dope iat! world capitalism as a global system, ‘an international economic | 
it aad Ad oe ks from imperial metropoles, through various centres ..- 
neon frelore be an accident that this view is totally in agreement with 
SISKY'S View which forms a pillar of his theory of permanent revolution. 


ey eal ahs sce in what context Shao agrees with Warren, but the whole oe 
eter, Shed fo make here boils down to denying the internationality Be | 
as. an internations ew Of today’s capitalism just as that of the earlier period. 

men Nernational system is a correct one. Trotsky’s view on the same issue is also a 
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-orrect one. The Se ; 

Een ebb WOR waith Trotsky is that he absolutizes this 
POLIS RS) | he 20 ea ; 1€ national question. This is what formed the 
pillar” of Lenin’s disagreements with Trotsky as with Rosa Luxemburg. Thes 
differences which are clearly debated i ath 1s de tc eh pk nc 
ationalcuest a ennetene Cedated in the literature on imperialism and the 
ne ee etween Lenin, Kievsky, Trotsky and Luxemburg are there for 
all © Sr his global economistic view of the world of Trotsky led him, as Shao 
correctly ports out, to deny the importance of national liberation. But Shao is blind 
to the fact that his Own “national” economistic view of this question also leads him 
into denying and, in fact, into condemning, the national movement. For surely if 
Shao must be taken seriously in his own arguments, he must understood to mean 
that since colonialism develops capitalism per se, which according to him is a 
“revolutionary ” thing inasmuch as it demolishes the pre-capitalist ancien regime, 
and if neo-colonialism does the same, any “interference” with the activities of these 
national bourgeoisies in “competition” with each other to advance their interests 
and therefore the interest of the whole “national” society, must be seen as hindering 

the development of the productive forces. 

In this way the national movement, since it is viewed in such narrow focus, 
becomes reactionary, with the result that Shao must logically take the rostrum of 
these bourgeoisies and call for laissez faire (let us alone). This call itself turns out to 
be reactionary since it ignores that today’s capitalism is monopoly capitalism which 
ruled out free competition. It further ignores the fact that today’s monopoly 
capitalism has reached the highest levels of concentration and centralization on a 
world scale, that it becomes illusionary to call for national capital under imperialism, 
and of multilateral imperialism in particular. This fact is so obvious as to be absurd 
to emphasize it! A US Assistant Secretary of State, Henry Grady, a spokesman of 
US monopolies, declared in 1946 at the height of the working out of the US 
multilateral strategy which reflected US hegemony in its demand for redivision of 
the colonies on the new basis thus: “The capitalist system is essentially an 
international system. If it. cannot function internationally, it will break down 
completely.” Shao should learn a bit from that, for all monopoly literature on the 
transnational corporation emphasize the internationality of the monopoly firm. 

It must be clear that Shao’s line leads to narrow nationalism itself, for how, 
indeed, can the proletariat bea leading force when the national bourgeoisie can still 
mount the rostrum of nationalism to’advance the development of the productive 
forces. Clearly the working class must: wait while this national bourgeoisie 
- completes this revolutionary role. Thus according to Shao, to say that imperialism 
has led capitalism to outgrow its national boundaries under it is to deny the 
relevance of national capital which is still dynamic in its historical mission, for he 
states: Bee , 

This view of things completely loses sight of the fact thatin most Third World 
countries, the forces of capitalism are just developing and far from 
outgrowing the national boundaries, capitalism has yet to get hold ofall or 

most of production within these countries. You want truth? Look around 
you. : 


ot defeated and relegated to a minor role by monopoly 


Thus national capital is n rey PRONG 
capital. and imperialism. Imperialism only scratched the top soil of national 
Ate: imperialism has been rolled 


development and with “ex-colonialism” underway, ! 
back leaving tremendous room for national capital to growand capture most if not 
all production. All this is possible under “ex-colonialism”. If this is not illusory 
fantasy, what is it? Shao thus turns the era of proleta rian led revolutions into the era 
of national movements of western Europe and all this in the name of Marx and 
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Lenin! He has already opportunistically had recourse to Marx on India and the 
United States. He now quotes | enin to the effect that EXPOrts of capital under 
imperialism accelerate capitalist development to those countries to which cat 
exported. Since this passage in I enin has been put to use by opportunists of all 
hues. it is necessary for us to quote it here in full and to try to analyse its content 
against other passages in Lenin’s works in order to get its true meaning. Lenin 


States: 


The export of capital influences and greatly accelerates the development of 
capitalism in those countries to which it is exported. While, therefore, the 
export of capital may tend to a certain extent to arrest development in the 
capital exporting countries, it can only do so by expanding and deepening 
further development of capitalism throughout the world.'6 


From this contextually sound position of Lenin, Shao and Emmanuel, drawan 
imperialist economistic conclusion that colonialism develops the productive forces 
in a rather absolute sense. The above passage of Lenin is to be found in the part 
where Lenin showed the distribution of foreign capital in the different parts of the 
globe by Britain, France, and Germany for the period 1910. These showed that 
Britain’s capital exports went mainly to the colonies and the U.S.A:, those: of 
France mainly to Europe and particularly Russia; and those of Germany mainly to 
Europe and America. Of the capital exported by Britain to her colonies the bulk of 
it went to areas of white settlement like South Africa, Australia and New Zealand. 
Thus while it is true that capital exports accelerate capitalist development in these 
colonies it did not do so in equal measure in all the colonies all the time. Moreoverit 
did not bring about the same developments :in all the colonies all the time. This is 
why Marx’s distinction between the two types of colonies is important in this 
respect and Bettelheim’s silence on the second type of colony in the present era is 
correct since, on the whole, capitalist development had greatly been accelerated on 
the pattern of European development in the second type of colony, and the reasons 
for these are quite obvious. 

Therefore to use the authority of Lenin on this issue in the abstract is to betray a 
high sense of onesidedness. Nowhere does Lenin say that these developments were. 
revolutionary and “progressive”, for the Shaos and-Warrens to then use this 
statement in Lenin to conclude that imperialism is “progressive”. It also enables 
Shao to quote Marx “at random” in “scattered” passages to the effect that wherever 
capitalism takes root it dissolves all old modes, transforming all commodity 
production into capitalist production; that the development of commerce and 
merchant capital gives rise “everywhere” to the production of values. We are 
are also treated to the extent to which capitalism is able to dissolve these old 
bonds depends on the solidity of the internal structures and how, in the modern 
world, this leads to the capitalist mode of production ona world scale. Shao tries to 
prove his case from these scattered quotes, without caring about historical 
ae Se for which ignorance he castigates Bettelheim. ' 
sigs me oe to quote the full context of Lenin, he would have found < 
exorten 7 Ia sconomism., In Imperialism... Lenin makes it clear ae? Ha 
laa etihle dag ehh gs ohed this capitalist development is ath a ior 
suggesting that ih asitic, and’ itis for this reason that he condemns Cunow | 
; | perialism is progressive. Lenin states: . 


. Papel who enters into controversy with the German apologist pt 

bbw os eae ol 4nd annexations, Cunow, who clumsily and cynically argues he 

.* neva ' present day capitalism; that the development of capitalism ! 
© and progressive; therefore imperialism is progressive; therefore We 
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should grovel before it and glorify it. This is something like the caricature of 
the Russian Marxists which the Narodniks drew in 1894-95. They argued: if 
Marxists believe that capitalism is inevitable in Russia, that it is progressive, 
then they ought to open a tavern and begin to implant capitalism!!’ 


This, in fact, is what Shao tells us to do. Since today’s imperialism is present-day 
capitalism and since all capitalism is progressive and since it has not outgrown its 
limits, but 1s still in its initial stages nationally, and able to take most if not all 
aspects of national development, then we must grovel ourselves before it and opena 
tavern in Tanzania for it to grow! Such are today’s Cunows and Tanzania 
Narodniks who have claimed the garb of Marxism. It is not Bettelheim, despite his 
theoretical weaknesses, who is a Narodnik as Shao argues, and incircles at that, but 
Shao himself. This is because he does not understand Lenin’s aim in analysing 
capitalist development in Russia in his famous book, the Development of 
Capitalism in Russia and his refutation of Krasin On the So-called Market 
Question, to which Shao makes reference with a view to proving his economism 
about today’s capitallism playing a progressive and revolutionary role in our 
countries. 

But why does Lenin, while saying that capitalism accelerates the development of 
capitalism, at the same time condemn it? He does so because Lenin knows fully well, 
as we have said, that monopoly capital that is exported is moribund and parasitic, 
and because of it, politically oppressive. This is why in his article on Imperialism 
and Split in Socialism he states; 


Imperialism is monopoly capitalism. Every cartel, trust, syndicate, every 
giant bank is a monopoly. Superprofits have not disappeared; they still 
remain. The exploitation of all the other countries by one privileged, 
financially wealthy country remains and has become more intense. A handful 
of wealthy countries - there are only four of them, if we mean independent, 
really gigantic, ‘modern’ wealth: England, France, the United States and 
Germany - have developed monopoly to vast proportions; they obtain 
superprofits running into hundreds, if not thousands, of millions, they ‘ride 
on the backs’ of hundreds and hundreds of millions of people in other 
countries and fight among themselves for the division of the particularly rich, 
particularly fat and particularly easy spoils.'® 


The. nature of this imperialism has not changed in our time despite what the 
(new) opportunists and revisionists of the new age may say. Concentration of 
capital continues unabated, increasingly ruling out national capitalist development 
on a world scale. Under the new conditions of US-led multilateral imperialism, 
Japan has joined the former big four among the big powers that ride roughshod on 
the backs of the neo-colonial. and colonial world fo: fat spoils. There has been a 
shift in the balance of power among the imperialist powers, with new superpowers 
coming into the picture, but the fact of imperialist exploitation continues. This is 
because, as we shall learn from Lenin later, the achievement of the right to self- 
determination by people oppressed by imperialism does not by any stretch of 
imagination remove the power of finance capital that imperialism has imposed on 
them, Yet Shao and his intellectual mentors would like the workers and other 
classes in our countries to believe that the power of finance capital over these 
countries has been vanquished and a basis has been laid for national capital to 
‘thrive if it were not for the “internal structures”. 
‘We have already seen that for Bill Warren neo-colonialism is a “term” which 
obscures the fact that “imperialism declines as (national) capitalism grows”. This is, 
In his words, because “the international system of inequality and exploitation 
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called imperialism created the conditions for the destruction this system by the 
spread of capitalist social relations and productive forces throughout the non. 
capitalist world”. In short, imperialist exploitation through capitalist development 
in the non-capitalist world destroyed imperialist exploitation within IMperialism 
itself! It is for this reason that after colonialism new conditions were created which 
“permitted” industrial development to advance in these countries. After Ziving us 
figures upon figures of industrial growth in these countries since the Second World 
War, he concluded, and this is what Shao calls “brilliant” about Warren’, 
imperialist economism, that this development has been substantial: 


It will be the burden of this article that empirical observations suggest that 
the prospects for successful capitalist economic development (implying 
industrialisation) of a significant number of countries are quite good; that 
substantial progress in capitalist industrialisation has already been achieved: 
that the period since the Second World War has been marked by a major 
upsurge in capitalist social relations and productive forces (especially 
industrialisation) in the Third World; that in so far as there are obstacles to 
this development, they originate not in current imperialist Third World 
relationships, but almost entirely from the internal contradictions of the 
Third World itself; that the imperialist countries’ policies and their overall 
impact on the Third World actually favour its industrialisation; and that the 
ties of dependence binding the Third World to the imperialist countries. have 
been and are being loosened, with the consequence that the distribution of 
power within the capitalist world is becoming less uneven! (New Left 
Review, No. 81, pp. 4-5) 


This is the celebrated “Bill Warren Thesis” that puts the case of imperialist 
economism so weil. It is not our purpose here to go into the analysis of his 
economics, for economic analyses alone cannot answer Warren. In our view he 
puts the interpretation of his data upside down. Where the evidence proves that 
monopoly control has been intensified, Warren sees this as proof of independent 
development of Third World countries which imperialism has enabled and brought 
about. Unable to comprehend capitalist developments in its totality, denying the 
development of capitalism itself as leading to a new stage based on monopoly and 
to imperialism, but admitting capitalist development in its competitiveness only; 
taking the partial resolution of the national question for its complete resolution; 
analysing capitalist contradictions not in their dialectical relationship and 
development but eclectically; denying the scientificity of Marx’s and Lenin’s 
analyses of capitalism; Warren like Shao finds himself back on the hooks of 
imperialist ideology. Whereas all bourgeois research up-to date confirms Marx’s 
scientific thesis about the internationality of capitalism; and Lenin’s thesis about 
imperialism, our new “Marxists”, sunk deep into imperialist economism of the new 
cra of multilateral imperialism, ride roughshod over abundant facts whichare there 
for all to see. To Bill Warren, joint ventures, technological licensing and 
“transfers”, a dominated home market based on imperialist. dictated ‘import 
substitution”, centralisation by finance capital of local capital which Warren 
acknowledges but regards as a “considerable leverage” for dealing with foreig” 
firms; all these, the manifestation of. imperialist control and domination, are the 
flowering of national capital. . ' 

Bill Warren who claims to be a Marxist analyst should listen to the bourgeo!s 
economist Dymsza and draw a lesson from him to dispel his illusions abou 
Bape te For Dymsza, who has done a study on the ee oem 
adlnbitshee-a ninth Slate are what’ finance capital goes out ag ct “a 

0 advance it. He states: ATR SEB IVC. EIT ee Ww 
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The multinatio ‘ik 
national frontiers in the process SS SOON SN SE UAL rg aa 
rehuditonen DOr nea process of undertaking various types of business, 
veehitoldg® att aan nate licensing, contract manufacturing, sales of 
producnone telmake ae anagement contracts, and international 

a ee The principal transmission is of 
skills — managerial, technological, business, and entrepreneurial. However, 
the multinational company does more than transmit skills and other 
resources. It also mobilises and combines available resources with available 
local resources [i.e. local capital which Warren and Shao would call ‘national 
capital’ - D.W.N.] in the process of international productioin, marketing, 
and management. It combines transmitted scarce resources with available 
local and international resources in producing, distributing, and marketing 
goods and services.!9 


The above if synthesized makes good reading about the power of today's finance 
capital to centralise (ie. ‘combine’ and ‘mobilise’) all national capitals and 
resources for its employment in order to make superprofits and grow (.¢. 
concentrate even further). Concerning the superprofits which today’s transnational 
monopoly goes out to make and grow which Warren obscures under his narrow 
economism, Kindleberger has this to say: 


It will be seen that earnings (i.e. profits) are higher on foreign investments 
and on foreign sales than in the United States, whether for Ortis Elevator, 
Du Pont, Gillette, Corn Products Refining, Standard Oil Company of New 
Jersey, or whatever. This trend would be much greater were it not for the 
existence of defensive investments in which the return is less than the average 


at home.2° 


Thus, for the open right wing spokesmen of big monopoly capital, there is no 


mystification regarding the internationalily of capital in its exploitative activities 
throughout the globe. Indeed these spokesmen of big capital go out to describe any 
talk about national capital as “instinctive reactions” to the reality of international 


capital. We quote below Kindleberger at length to get the point: 


It is only a slight exaggeration to suggest that the normal individual has 
certain instincts which come into play in discussing foreign investment, 
irrational instincts which the study of economics is perhaps designed to 
eradicate. Social man tends to some considerable degree to be a PEASANT 
with a territorial instinct which leads him to object to foreign ownership of 
national natural resources, a POPULIST which makes him suspicious of 
banks; a MERCANTILIST, which makes him favour exports over imports; 
a XENOPHOBE, which leads him to fear those from outside the tribe; a 
MONOPOLIST who reacts strongly against competition; and an infant, to 
the extent that he WANTS TO EAT HIS CAKE AND HAVE IT TOO. It is 
over-stating the case to suggest that these instincts, which we recognise as on 
the whole unworthy of rational man, are at the basis of three quarters of the 
objections to foreign investments, but the proportion cannot be much below 
two thirds, or five eighths, or three fifths. 


The PEASANT INSTINCT appears more clearly in the reaction to 
foreign ownership of our land, or natural resources. The thought is that 


Nature or God gave the land to “us” and intended us to have it. It is all right, 
perhaps, for foreigners to build factories within our borders, but be, a 
contrary to nature to have them own our mines, forests, wate fale 
petroleum reserves, farms, or grazing land. To an economist [1.e. ela ai 
economist — D.W.N.] this is an example of the fallacy of misplace 

concreteness. Natural resources, like man-made plant and equipment, are 
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capital assets. If the asset is worth more to a loreigner than to a citizen Of the 
country, itadds to natural wealth and income for the citizen to sell the natura] 
resources to the foreigner and use the financial capital gained from the Sale in 
lines of greater productivity. There is no difference between natural and man. 
made capital in this regard. Some natural resources, like farmland and 
forests, are not replaceable. These are exactly like man-made Capital, Where 
they are not replaceable, as in the case of mines, the capital values can be 
maintained through depletion allowances which are invested in exploration 
and discovery of new natural resources, or maintained as other kinds of 
productive capital, earning an equivalent income. ig 

But the main objections to foreign bankers is the instinct of POPULISM 
which has such a stronghold in the south and west of the United States. Fear 
of Wall Street and its malign schemes is endemic among farmers, small 
merchants, and such informed Populists as Representative Wright Patman 
and former President Lyndon B. Johnson. That Populism merges into simple 
xenophobia or dislike of foreigners was indicated when the Canadian 
Government decided against the First National City Bank’s application to 
buy the Mercantile Bank on the ground that it was opposed to foreign 
ownership of banks, only to discover that the Mercantile Bank was already 
foreign owned — by Dutch interests. As in Australia, where British-owned 
banks are tolerated but American attempts to acquire ownership of banks is 
resisted, it may be less the fact of foreign ownership than the nationality of 
dt. aa: 

To a considerable degree host countries object primarily to having 
foreigners control their enterprises. This NATIONALIST sentiment is 
understandable and normal, but it is noneconomic. The economist has no 
basis for objecting if a country chooses to exclude foreign exterprise on the 
ground that it wants to preserve its national identity, or worries about being 
overwhelmed by goods made to foreign designs and _ specifications. 
Nationalism can be regarded as a public good, like national parks, paid for 
not by taxation but through foregoing opportunities for increases in national 
income. All the economist can rightly do is to ask the decision makers to 
recognise that nationalism has a cost, and they should be prepared to decide 
how much they want at what cost.?! : 


That is Kindleberger. What about Bill Warren? For him too resistance to foreign 
investment is “backward” and reactionary, for he states: : 


In fact vulgarised versions of Lenin’s /mperialism occur all throughout the 
underdeveloped world among nationalist radical and so-called socialist 
organisations, movements, publications and so on, a characteristic example 
of which is the quite backward and reactionary opposition to foreign 
investment which many left wingers urge on underdeveloped countries. 
[Belco talk, p. 16]. : 


Well! Well! At last Kindleberger and Bill Warren, and in equal measure Shao, 
are all on fours as imperialist economists. All see imperialism as progressive, all 
condemn nationalism as reactionary in as much as it is opposed to foreign capital: 
and all defend the right of monopolies to make superprofits in the Third World. 
The only difference is that Kindleberger does not claim the garb of Marxism, 
whereas Warren and Shao do so, Despite this difference all oppose the national 
movement which is opposed to imperialist exploitation and national oppression. 


4. IMPERIALISM AND THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


! We have seen above that despite their pretensions Warren and Shao and al 
'mperialist sportsmen oppose the national movement in the era of the general cris! 
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of capita Mem, Y et for all Marxist-Leninists the question of capitalist development 
is dialectically linked to the national question. Just as it is always said that the 
economics of capitalism must be analysed in the context of bourgeois politics and 
that of other classes, capitalist development too must always be analysed in the 
context of the national question. This is the Marxist method of dialectical and 
historical materialism. Yet. our imperialist economists of today, just like their 
forefathers the Russian Narodniks and Second International, imperialist 
economists In the garb of Marxism separate the economics of imperialism from its 
politics, with the result that what we are presented with are lifeless abstractions that 
are so much detached from the real movement of the totality. 

Marxism drew a distinction between three periods of capitalist development in 
its dialectical link with the national movements. These three periods are the very 
history of capitalist development in advancing the interests of all classes (i..62 
society) in the first period; the development of capitalism alongside national 
oppression in the second phase; and the period of generalised oppression of 
colonial and other weaker peoples in the third period. These periods constitute the 
era of capitalism within the feudal womb, of capitalism itself, and capitalism in the 
era of imperialism - the era of transition to the socialist revolution. In the first 
period capitalism is young, virile and liberating; in the next it is virile but 
dominating, while in the third it is entirely dominating and oppressive, negating 
democracy in productionand in politics. These are the fundamental differences in 
the development of capitalism that Warren, Emmanuel and Gundar Frank wish to 
obscure in their effort to generalise imperialism, thereby losing all the essential 
characteristics between them and their effort to deny stages in capitalism and thus 
seeing, capitalism as wholly ossified, unchangeable and immutable, something that 
Shao blames Bettelhiem for not doing without understanding what he is talking 
about! plies . 

Capitalism in its youth in Western Europe, plays a.very important role in 
developing the productive forces and liberating western Europe from all the 
vestiges of feudal backwardness. Here capitalism released the potentiality of the 
entire people whose energy had been fettered and arrested by feudal restrictions, 
protectionism and feudal monopoly. Here capitalism developed to the fulland toa 
stage that Marx called a stage of “maturity”. But. this development was achieved on 
the basis of feudal enslavement of aboriginal peoples, colonisation of backward 
societies and their consequent plunder as well as the “entombment” of the 
Mexicans and Peruvians in the mercantilist imperialist quest for silver and gold, not 
to talk of the internal. colonialism and expropriation of the European peasantry in 
its infancy. Nevertheless, the developments that followed were on the whole 
beneficial to society, and this is what marks this era of capitalism as dynamic and 
virile. It consolidated the nation against Rome and built the home market. 
developed production, advanced education and the general cultural development 
of the people. As a result it developed European language in the West at the 
expense of an alien (Latin) tongue. With the development of the languages, there 
also developed communication among the European peoples which was improved 
on by firmer liberal democracy that was the fruit of the bourgeois revolution. 
Capitalism here brought with it greater liberty for the people resulting 1n the 
institution of universal suffrage, doing away with discrimination against women, 
and creating conditions for greater revolutionary struggles by the people against 
the decadent capitalism of the next phase. iti: aitye a Wey Saray ate 
In Eastern Europe, on the other hand, where capitalism was late in developing, 
the forces of development were distorted, with the result that the despotic rule of 
feudalism continued in the major part of the region. In those countries where 
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capitalism managed to take root, the dominant nationalities took it upon theselve. 
to bring together into single states other smaller nationalities. Capitalism had not 
vet EH ’ root vigorously with the result that there, unlike in the West 

multinational states. dominated by the bourgeoistes of the dominant nationalities 
became the rule, rather than the exception, as had been the case in the West 
(England and Ireland). This special method of state formation took place where 
feudalism had not been eliminated, where capitalism was feebly developed, where 
the dominated nationalities had not yet formed themselves into economically 
integrated units (nations). This had fateful consequences for these countries, foras 
soon as capitalist development began here, the bourgeoisies of the dominan 
nationalities, “swiftly” moved in to quel any competition to them from the 
emergent bourgeoisies in the dominated nationalities. Restrictive measures were 
imposed on them, repression of their culture including language and religion were 
made the rule. Schools of the smaller nationalities were closed, franchise 
restrictions imposed on them etc., to arrest their development. It is no wonder then 
that Lenin and Stalin characterised the multinational states of Eastern Europe as 
backward for, instead of freeing peoples from feudal restrictions, it was subjecting 
them to domination by bigger nationalities. It was not surprising, therefore, that the 
dominated bourgeoisies began to organise the peoples of the dominated 
nationalities into a national movement opposed to foreign domination. 

Here Lenin argued, and Trotsky and Luxemburg opposed, like the Bill Warrens 
and Shaos of today would have done, the view that the proletariat of the dominated 
nationalities as well as those of the dominating nationalities should support the | 
national movement of these ‘nationalities. As these nationalities gained strength, a 
few were able to cut themselves off into separate nation-states thus removing the 
restrictions imposed on the development of the productive forces and the 
development of the full potential of the people and their culture and social life. — 
Others, which could not win national independence as those in the Russian > 
multinational state, were caught with their pants down for the proletariat of the 
dominant nationalities and some elements in the dominated nationalities took the — 
leadership in the struggle against the Tsarist autocracy and overthrew it, giving an 
opportunity to these dominated nationalities to opt out of the multinational state 
and form nation-states of their own. But this clearly was too late since this was the 
era of imperialism and these dominated nationalities could not have built 
capitalism in their own countries without accepting domination of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie. Thus for these countries, instead of opting out, they remained in a 
multinational! state of a new type, in which capitalism was quickly to be replaced 
with socialism. it A eegion | 

The matter was even more different for the colonised peoples which were brought 
under imperialist domination in the era of finance capital, 1880-1914, which phase 
of capitalism the Bill Warrens and the Emmanuels deny. In this phase, monopoly 
capital in the capitalist countries had become moribund, parasitic and decadent. It 
could only continue to survive by extracting superprofits from the colonies which 
now became very vital to all the capitalist states which now vied with each other in the 
division and redivision of the whole world among’ themselves for the export of 
capital by the financial oligarchy that now emerged ‘to form the monopoly 
bourgeoisie. “These were the magnates of capital” or the “financial aristocrats” who 
now controlled all major industries and banks in all the capitalist states, and with 
this power of capital controlled with the support of the state the whole world for 
themselves on the basis of cartels, trusts and syndicates, riding roughshod on the 
backs of the people in the oppressed countries as parasites, clipping coupons, 4? 
fettering instead of advancing the development of the productive forces ‘i 


N11), 


national potential further, 
capital that was now 
of great parastism. | 
was maintained at h 


Hes sits Beat of x decadence of capitalism at home the 
werant u _ erated capitalist development on the basis 
bathe great superprofits on the basis which profitability 
) wt at home for the capitalist firm which was increasingly outgrowing 
its competitive size in a situation of general crisis. And with the superprofits they 
bribed a whole line of opportunists among the working class movement at both the 
political and economic level in order to quieten the working class to accept an 
imperialist policy under the banner of “defence of the fatherland”. 
In the colonies where new relations of production were introduced, the old 
backward conditions (economic, social, cultural and political) were swept away 
slowly giving way to new conditions, but these new conditions did not signify the 
advancement of a new life in favour of the people. In a country like India, as we 
have seen in Marx’s analysis, the condition of the people increasingly deteriorated 
in a situation of total misery and deprivation. India is a good case in point because 
of her having gone through all the phases of capitalist domination. This national 
oppression only unleased great antagonism in the colonies and with new elements 
of capitalist development that had arisen, elements of the bourgeoisie and petty 
bourgeoisie who had emerged within the womb of imperialism, began to challenge 
this oppression and slowly built up a national movement of all classes to challenge 
this foreign oppression that imposed a new terror upon the people; a national 
oppression that deprived them of their culture but substituted no new national 
culture. And because no independent national economy was possible, it provided 
no new political system giving greater freedoms to the people. 

But such struggle of the people was led bya bourgeoisie that had at the same time 
strong economic and class links with the oppressing bourgeoisie. Moreover, it was 
not fighting feudalism but capitalism which they themselves wanted to build. For 
this and other related reasons this class was not resolute and thorough in its 
prosecution of the national revolt against foreign domination. Because of its 
economic and social (class) position it began to waver and vaccilate whenever the 

- national movement made great strides, giving greater strength to the working class 
and poor peasantry. And because of its fear of ‘these two classes, the national 
bourgeoisie began to compromise with imperialism and sometimes struck dirty 
deals behind the back of the people, only trying to advance its interest to the ~ 
exclusion of that of the working class and poor peasantry. 

But what did this national movement stand for? Did it stand for the total 
elimination of foreign economic domination OF did it only seek a change in the 
political sphere? This question was a central point of contention between Lenin and ; 
Luxemburg, Trotsky and Kievsky, as we have already noted. The Luxemburgists 
argued that since in the era of finance capital the omnipotence of finance capital 


could not be eradicated except by proletarian revolution, any political struggles in ' 
the political sphere which did not challenge the economic power of finance capital 
were pointless. On the contrary, it was argued, it would go to advance bourgeois 


nationalism which was reactionary and which tended to weaken the working class 
politically. These economistic views were combated by Lenin who argued that all 
struggles in the sphere of democracy to which the struggle for self-determination 
belonged, were as a matter of fact in the political sphere. But this did not imply that 

d by the proletariat because 


all political struggles on this issue could not be supporte | i . 
of their “impracticability”. To the extent that democracy was a freer, wider an 
clearer form of class struggle, such a transformation would enable the proletariat to 


develop its struggle for fundamental democratic rights, in the struggle for 


socialism, Luxemburg’s argument of the “impossibility” and samapractiga DENY: in 
the economic sense, of one of the demands of poliical democracy under capitalism 
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were therefore, according to Lenin, red uced to a theoretically incorrect definition 
of the general and basic relationships of capitalism and political democracy as 4 
whole, He emphasized that all demands for self-determination were only Partially 
“practicable” under imperialism. Not until the proleta iat had organised itself anq 
rallied the peasanrty onto its side for the struggle for socialism could the power of 
finance capital be finally challenged at its roots with the proletarian onslaught to 
expropriate the bourgeoisie. Lenin’s thesis gives us a clear understanding of the 
political programme of the proletariat in its different phases as a leader of the 
national movement, taking into account the interests of the different classes 
oppressed by imperialism in the era of the proletarian revolution. 


5S. THE NEW DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION 


Lenin’s thesis was further developed by Mao Tse-tung in relation to the 
revolutionary struggles of the exploited and oppressed peoples of the colonial and 
semi-colonial (and today of the neo-colonial) countries. Mao Tse-tung pointed out 
that in order to succeed, the proletariat had to lead the new democratic revolution 
until the proletarian expropriation of the imperialist bourgeoisie was completed. 
Therefore the working class had to put forward a political and economic 
programme that could mobilise the people against the enemy in its different forms 
of development, first for the “New Democracy” and second for socialism. 


(i) The Political Programme of “New Democracy” 


The political programme of “New Democracy” is anti-imperialist and anti-local 
reaction. Mao explained that it was “new” because, unlike the old bourgeois 
revolution which led to the development of capitalism, the new democratic 
revolution led not to the building of capitalism as such (although this.was its aim in 
a restricted way in the first phase of the revolution) but to the building of socialism 
as its aim, and eventually to communism. But in saying this, Mao did not deny that 
the penetration of foreign capital had hastened capitalist commodity production in 
China. He argued that feudal economy in old China had developed a certain level 
of commodity production which carried the roots of capitalism: 


Penetration of foreign capital accelerated all this. Foreign capital played an 
important part in the disintegration of China’s social economy; on the other 
hand, it undermined the foundations of her self-sufficient natural economy 
and wrecked the handicraft industries both in the cities and in the peasants’ 
homes, and on the other, it hastened the growth of acommodity economy in 
town and country.?2 ) Ie VN 


But did Maoand the Chinese Communist Party grovel before this foreign capital 
and open a tavern for it to flourish in China in order to “develop the productive 
forces”? On the contrary, Mao and his comrades correctly pointed out that 
although foreign capital accelerated capitalist development yet, and because of it, 
China was being turned into a semi-colony of the imperialists: 


It is certainly not the purpose of the imperialist powers invading China to 

transform feudal China into capitalist China, On the contrary, their purpose 

18 to transform China into their own semi-colony. To this a the imperialist 
“powers have used and continue to use military, political, economic an 


> cultural means of oppression. 5 t Chi $ ally become a seml- 
GS seDIOny aad eAlan ee One Ae, TAAL Chine bas apaduaddy ie 


mae was this domination of China and the exploitation of its people and resources 
constituted the principal contradiction in China and the political program™ 
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of pea was to organise and combine all national forces to combat the enemy 
and ooNa ish new democracy in China that would lead to the joint dictatorship of 
all revolutionary forces in its first phase. 

paella these forces that could be combined? Mao emphasized that the 

proletariat in China together with the poor peasantry in alliance constituted the 
motive force of the Chinese revolution. Apart from these classes, the non-peasant 
petty-bourgeoisie could also be mobilised on the side of the revolution. The 
national bourgeoisie, despite the wavering and vacccilating relationship it had with 
imperialism, could be united with the struggle against it. The only exception was 
the comprador bourgeoisie whose economic interest were linked directly with 
imperialism. These constituted along with imperialism the targets of the Chinese 
revolution. 

The significance of this class analysis is that it took into account all the national 
forces having contradiction with imperialism from the biggest to the smallest and 
put them on the side of the revolution against imperialism and feudal vestiges. The 
significance of this analysis goes to disprove anarchic half statements of the 
Warrens and the Shaos as well as the Shivjis and Mamdanis as to the breadth of 
national forces that can be mobilised on an anti-imperialist platform. Shao, for 
instance, shows great confusion in the positions of the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat in the national movement. On the one hand he sees their role and that of 
nationalism — as reactionary under all conditions, while on the other he seems to 
castigate Bettelheim for suggesting that they are. As for the proletariat its 
leadership is viewed in absolutist terms. When it comes to the petty-bourgeoisie 
Shao takes an ultra “proletarian” line in seeing their struggle as “reactionary” inas 
much as it “tries to retain the conditions of the existence of the petty-bourgeois 
society” in historical terms. But that view of the petty-bourgeois becomes so one- 
sided as to be unhopeful in concrete situations of struggle. 

In analysing what the petty-bourgeoisie oppose, it is important at specific 
instances to identify the content of their struggle and where possible to channel that 
struggle into constructive and revolutionary ways. If the petty-bourgeoisie are 
fighting big capital in anti-imperialist situations, particularly where the national 
question is involved, it is all the more incumbent upon the proletariat which, of 
course, is thoroughly anti-imperialist, to analyse their struggles and incorporate 
them into the general democratic programme of all national forces. This is what 
Marx (and Lenin) teach us despite the statement in the Manifesto that the petty- 
bourgeoisie are reactionary when they fight the big bourgeoisie to save themselves 
from extinction as a middle class. Yet in concrete struggles Marx tells us to channel 
their struggles against big capital for revolutionary purposes. As far back as 1848 
Marx, ina criticism of one Kriege, a German co-worker of Marx who had gone to 
the US to organise the working class but who at a certain stage, instead organised 
the peasantry intoa movement of social reform on land put this issue very squarely. 

At that time capitalist development on land was notas yeta reality, but conditions 
were being created for its development. In accordance with the law of capitalist 
ground rent, all land was becoming increasingly monopolised in the hands ofa few 
landlords. Kriege, instead of understanding the current that was underway, 
engaged in illusions about the “general redistribution” of land to the producers in 
opposition to its concentration, a fact that Shao would today call reactionary per 
se. He said: “If this immense area (the 1,400,000,000 acres of North American public 

domain) is withdrawn from commerce and is secured in restricted amounts for 

labour, and end will be put to poverty in America at one stroke. . .” This was 
illusionary and utopian and Marx was constrained to remark with sarcasm: “One 
would have expected him to understand that legislators have no power to decree 
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that the evolution of the patriarchal system, which Kriege desires, into an industria) 
system to checked, or that the industrial and commercial states of the East coast he 


thrown back to patriarchal barbarism”. Eat 
But what attitude did Marx take of this movement despite its utopian, illusory 
weakness? This is an important question for the weak proletariat that had emerged 
within industrial society of the US at the time. He did not take a narrow view of this 
reform movement, on the contrary he drew materialist conclusions that took into 
account the progressive content of the movement. As Lenin commented: 


Marx does not simply ‘repudiate’ this petty-bourgeois movement, he does not 
dogmatically ignore it, he does not fear to spoil his hands by contact with the 
movement of the revolutionary petty-bourgeois democrats - a fear that is 
characteristic of many doctrinaires. While mercilessly ridiculing the 
absurd ideological trappings of the movement, Marx strives in a sober 
materialist manner to determine its real historical content, the consequences 
that must inevitably follow from it because of the objective conditions, 
regardless of the will and consciousness, the dreams and the theories, of the 
various individuals. Marx, therefore, does not condemn, but fully approves 
a communist point, i.e., examining the movement from every aspect, taking 
into account both the past and the future, Marx notes the revolutionary 
aspect on the attack on private property in land.24 


Why did Marx take this position? He did so because he realised the potential of this 
movement in terms of the long term struggle against capital. Thus although the evil 
these petty-bourgeois reformers feared was in its unfolding going to destroy the 
very illusions these reformers yearned to instal, Marx reminded them that sucha 
development was going to accelerate social development in the long run, bringing 
with it higher forms of the communist movement. Lenin argued: 


A blow struck at landed property will facilitate the inevitable further blows 
at property in general. The revolutionary action of the lower class for change 
that will temporarily provide a restricted prosperity, and by no means forall, 
will facilitate the inevitable further revolutionary action of the very lowest 
class for change that will really ensure complete human happiness for all 
toilers.25 


But this was 1848, three years after the Manifesto. In the 1930s the demands of 
the petty bourgeoisie in the oppressed countries constituted one of the elements of 
the national movement against finance capital. And this is what Mao took into 
account in framing the programme for the new democratic revolution, and went a 
long way to refute anarchist “revolutionary” phrasemongering that is characteristic 
of academic “Marxism” that turns out to be no more than imperialist economism. 

What were the main political tasks that the movement for New Democracy stood 
for? It stood for the elimination of imperialism and local reaction. It opposed 
monopoly capitalism, but not capitalism in general, The reason for this difference 
will become obvious in a moment. It stood for the establishment of the new 

democratic state at first but with a double task of linking it to the socialist 
revolution in its second phase. In it: first phase it put forward Sun Yat-sen’s Three 
Peoples Principles, thus showing the historic link between the bourgeois revolution 
that never consolidated and the new democratic revolution that was being led by 
proletarian forces that emerged within it. To smash imperialism and feudal vestiges 
was to smash the power that enchained China to the needs of imperialism, t© 
unleash the full potential of the Chinese nation, to develop her national economy 
and advance a new culture, “a national scientific and mass culture—such is the antl- 
imperialist and anti-feudal culture of the people, the culture of New Democracy, 4 
New culture of the Chinese nation“.26 
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Thus it can be seen that the politics of the people in the colonies, semi-colonies 
and neo-colonies, the politics of New Democracy have nothing in common with 
those of the imperialist economists who grovel before imperialism, build taverns for 
imperialism to continue its exploitative and oppressive “investments” which are 
presumed to develop the productive forces of the oppressed countries. We shall see 
that the economic programme of New Democracy further refutes once and for all 
the erroneous views of the imperialist economists of the Shao type. 


(ii) The Economics of “New Democracy” 


As pointed out above the new democratic revolution was not opposed to 
capitalism in general. It opposed monopoly capitalism in particular. It did not 
oppose Chinese national capital that had emerged around the 1870s and in 
particular around 1917-19 due to favourable conditions created by the war. Such 
capitalism, although dominated by foreign capital, had begun to play a 
considerable part in China’s political and cultural life. But because of foreign 
domination China’s economic, political and cultural development was very uneven 
and her national economy could not thrive. The economic programme of the new 
democratic revolution, therefore, aimed at taking over big banks and big industrial 
and commercial enterprises, whether Chinese-owned or foreign-owned, so that 
private capital might not “dominate the lives of the people”. Mao, nevertheless, 
emphasized that the new republic would not confiscate or forbid private capitalist 
enterprises which did not “dominate the lives of the people”. In the countryside 
although certain steps were taken to confiscate the land of the landlords and 
distribute it to those poor peasants who did not have any land or who had very little, 
the rich peasantry were not expropriated. This was the policy of “equalisation of 
land”. Socialist agriculture was not encouraged at this stage. Mao emphasized: 


China’s economy must develop along the path of ‘the regulation of capital’ 
and the ‘equalisation of land ownership’, and must never be ‘privately owned 
by the few’, we must never permit the few capitalists and landlords to 
‘dominate the lives of the people’; we must never establish a capitalist society 
of the European - American type or allow the old semi-feudal society to 
survive. Whoever dares to go counter to this line of advance will certainly not 
succeed but will run into a brick wall... Such is the economy of New 
Democracy. And the politics of New Democracy are the concentrated 
expression of the economy of the New Democracy.?’ 


This economic policy of New Democracy was given concrete expression by a 
directive of the seventh central committee of the party on 5 March 1949 to be 
applied in liberated zones; and this was to form the cornerstone of the economic 
policy after the first phase of the revolution. It was directed that in order to develop 
the economy in the cities the party must “rely on the working class”. It was also 
emphasized that in order to restore production and advance it further, state capital, 
would come first, then private capital and. lastly handicraft industry. It was 
observed that China’s modern industry constituted a minute 10 per cent of the 
economy, while agriculture still held away over the other 90 per cent. It was, 
nevertheless, pointed out that, minute as it was, modern industry was “extremely 
concentrated“, with the largest part concentrated in imperialist hands and their 
lackeys. It is this which was to be confiscated and transferred to the peoples’ 
republic, to constitute the socialist sector within the economy of New Democracy, 
and to develop as the main lever of the economy, Private capitalist industry on the 
contrary had been oppressed and hemmed in. by imperialism, feudalism and 
bureaucrat capitalism, Furthermore, because of this oppression, the Chinese 
national bourgeoisie had taken part in the new democratic revolution: | 
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For this reason and because China’s economy 1s still backwards, there Will b 
need, fora fairly long period after the victory of the revolution, to make ie 
of the positive qualities of urban and rural private capitalism as far is 
possible, in the interest of developing the national economy. In this Period all 
capitalist elements in the cities and countryside which are not harmful byt 
beneficial to the national economy should be allowed to exist and expand 
This is not only unavoidable but economically necessary. But fhe 
development of capitalism in China will not be unrestricted and uncurbed as 
in the capita.ist countries... However in the interest of the whole national] 
economy and in the present and future interest of the working class and aj] 
labouring people, we must not restrict (it) too much or too rigidly, but must 
leave room for it to exist and develop within the framework of the economic 
policy and planning of the peoples republic.?8 


What is the significance of this economic policy of New Democracy? It is 
necessary to answer this question in order to refute imperialist economists like 
Shao. The economic policy line explained above refutes once and for all the idea 
that imperialist investment far from advancing and developing national industry on 
the contrary hinders it and only advances imperialist dominated and controlled 
production. It goes to prove that this hindering and hemming in of national 
industry constitutes one of the elements of the contradiction between the people 
and imperialism and that the new democratic revolutions which have beenand will 
continue to be waged in the “ex-colonies” and semi-colonies are a necessary phase in 
the elimination of this hindering, blocking and fettering of the national productive 
forces. The illusion that imperialism must be praised to the skies for developing “the 
productive forces” in general is a ‘misguided concreteness’ on very dangerous 
generalities. The economic programme of New Democracy in China which we use 
as an illustration above goes to show that the struggle of the people of the “ex- 
colonies” and semi-colonies are real and concrete struggles against a real and 
concrete enemy. They are not contrived and conspiratorial struggles against a 
legitimate power, but open, legitimate and just struggles against an illegitimate 
power over the people, a power that advances its interests with “blood and iron”. To 
ignore this is to ignore the most obvious and naked contradictions of our time. 

The New Democracy economic policy lays down the broad policy for application 
in eliminating foreign monopoly-control and exploitation of the people and 
national resources. After doing so, it removes the fetters which have all along bound 
national capital. It does not eliminate this national capital. On the contrary it gives 
it a new lease to develop and expand’ in a freer atmosphere without foreign 
domination. But its expansion is made possible only within the national plan in 
which it plays apart. Within that plan Chinese private capital acquired a whole 
‘national market in the areas of their specialisation in production, a fact the Chinese 
national bourgeoisie would never have dreamt of with their national market 

dominated by imperialist investment, New Democracy was giving a new lease of life 
‘to Chinese capitalism. But this new’lease did not imply that China’s development 
was to proceed on the lines of the Old Democracy of Western Europe and to some 
extent of Eastern Europe. As we have seen, capitalism led to monopoly capitalism 
and to imperialism. This resulted in the complete division of the world among the 
powerful capitalist states in which China together with all the countries of the Third 
World found themselves enchained to the demands of foreign capital, To embark 
ae mi of Old Democracy, China and other Third World countries would aa 
an eben A108 te where they too would divide the world among Sas 
—— Herter ner “ : age of monopoly of their own (a greater illusion - em fe 
Soties\ofeiie a y ESOT mind is capable of entertaining!). But ieee 
ror the world are there new territories reserved for such countries? 
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It is for this reason that an economic programme of New Democracy puts forward 
a new policy for the development of capitalism of a new type. It is released from 
monopoly fetters of private (and foreign) monopolists. It is restricted to operate 
within the plan in which state capital of a new type plays the leading role. This new 
state capital did not exist “chiefly to make profits for the capitalists but to meet the 
needs ol the people and the state”. Although a share of the profits went to the 
capitalists (about a quarter), the remaining three quarters were produced for the 
workers, for the state and for the expansion of productive capacity: 


Therefore, this state-capitalist economy of a new type takes on a socialist 
character to a very great extent and benefits the workers and the state.” 


The table below shows how under New Democracy —the joint dictatorship of all 
revolutionary classes—the national product of state capital was distributed: 


Income tax 34.5% 
Welfare fund 15.0% 
Accumulated fund 30.0% 
Dividends to capitalists 20.5% 
Total 100.0% 


Thus under this policy as state capitalism consolidated itself, it increasingly became 
the dominant sector, and private capita: the minor sector; and in this way capitalism 
was being replaced by socialism on the basis of developing capitalism of a new 
type—one state and one privare—ruling out the road of the Old Revolution in 
Europe, America and Japan. It was on the basis of this approach that China and the 
Chinese nation “Stood Up”. And we may add, that is how the people of the neo- 
colonial world, now still exploited and dominated by imperialism, will Stand Up! 
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REVIEW OF THE DEBATE ON IMPERIALISM, 
STATE, CLASS AND THE NATIONAL 
QUESTION 


Omwony-Ojwok 


The 1976 debate in Dar es Salaam over imperialism, state, class and the national 
question deserves a review and comment. This is so because this debate raised many 
theoretical issues of proletarian ideology which have direct bearing on the 
revolutionary struggle of the working class and oppressed peoples of Africa and the 
world. In the process of the debate many issues were clarified. Once we understand 
that without revolutionary theory there is no revolutionary movement, we shall be 
able to appreciate and to understand the importance of this debate. 

Of the numerous issues that were raised, the most important were: imperialism 
and the national question, the relationship between the economic base and the 
superstructure, the neo-colonial state and classes in the neo-colonies. It also dealt 
with the strategy and tactics of revolution in the neo-colonies, that is to say, 
problems of the new democratic revolution. Other issues included exploitation of 
the peasantry in the neo-colonies and methods of ideological struggle within 
revolutionary organisations. 

The debate opened in London between May and June 1976 when Mahmood 
Mamdani and Harko Bhagat, among others, decided to opena discussionand write 
critical comments on the manuscripts of Issa Shivji and D.W. Nabudere. The 
comments actually arrived in Dar es Salaam the first week of July. The comments 
were not openly circulated, but at least one of them, the critique on Nabudere’s 
manuscript, was appended to Nabudere’s reply to it. Almost about the same time 
there appeared Nabudere’s own critique of Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania. 


1. NABUDERE’S CRITIQUE OF SHIVJI. 


In his Imperialism, State, Classand Race, Nabudere presented his critique of I.G. 
Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania. He explains that this was the latest of Shivji’s 
attempts to analyse Tanzania. He pointed out that the book however “fails to deal 
with the problem scientifically and therefore raises more questions than it purports 
to answer”. That it continues Shivji’s past theoretical errors which other earlier 
critics had tended to compound, especially John Saul who, in asking the question 
“Who is the immediate enemy?” fell in line with Debray, Gundar Frank and other 
neo-Trotskyist theoreticians. Nabudere argued that all these errors of Shivji must be 
viewed within the context of how Marxism came to East Africa as part of the neo- 
Marxist and neo-Trotskyist school, through academics imported from Western 
Europe. Tere 

Nabudere summed up the Marxist-Leninist thesis on imperialism as the stage of 
capitalism in which finance capital and the financial oligarchy “acquires control 
over basic industries and the credit system, and, on the basis of this control, exports 
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finance capital for the exploitation of cheap labour and other resources in the 
backward countries”. Capital, and finance capital in particular, develops and 
survives because the bougeoisie control not only the means of production but also 
the instruments of suppression of the opposing classes. But under capitalism, Such 
class suppression, it must be borne in mind, continues on the basis of inter-capitalist 
competition and the reproduction of the working class. Nabudere pointed out that 
Shiyji lacked the theoretical basis for examining the historical Movement in 
Tanzania, namely the theory of imperialism. Thus Shivj1, taking the Latin 
American neo-Marxist anaysis, spoke of underdevelopment being an integral part 
of the world capitalist system and that “the historically determined production 
system is the system of underdevelopment”. Nabudere demonstrated Shivji’s 
inconsistencies and contradictory positions even within the neo-Marxist 
framework, quoting from Shivji himself on the so-called “Colonial (Economic) 
Structures” and on the nature of the relationship between the “nationalised” 
industries in Tanzania and “foreign” capital. Making reference to Shivji’s eclectic 
quotations and the tagging into the Appendix the very material that should have 
been analysed and synthesised, Nabudere shows that “(these) positions of Shivji 
should prove to us that he has no concept of imperialism as analysed by Lenin”. 
On “Class and Race” Nabudere stressed that once the financial oligarchy had taken 
a dominant position in imperialist countries, it negated the basis for a national 
bourgeoisie in the oppressed countries. He quoted Shivji’s preface to show how the 
latter starts from an abstraction and creates a dualism in his analysis of class and 
race. Nabudere strongly attacked Shivji’s view that the “development of classes and 
class struggles can only be talked about tendentially”, showing that this is the 
modern equivalent of Kant’s idealism and _ Plato’s great gimmick of 
transubstantiation”. This, said Nabudere, led Shivji into a static, ethnographic 
“analysis” of class in his Chapter 5. Quoting from pages 42 and 45-46 of Shivji’s 
book, Nabudere showed how Shivji looked at classes in racial terms and added “We 
must conclude that the thesis is not a Marxist-Leninist scientific method of 
analysing classes on his own admissions and accordingly must be dismissed as 
petty-bourgeois”. He continued to further elucidate this in his critique of Shivji’s 
Part Three where Shivji treated “the kulaks”, “Yeoman farmers”, “the bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie”, “cultural exclusivism” as aspects of class struggles in Tanzania. 
Nabudere pointed out that because of major theoretical errors, Shivji’s 
occasionally correct observations on Ujamaa Vijijini and workers strike actions go 
astray within the general treatment. For he “has noconcept of class and state” a fact 
which leads him to abandon Marxism-Leninism. He concluded that Shivji’s book 
was “very bad”, put Marxism-Leninism in extremely bad light and, indeed, could 
not be accepted as a Marxist-Leninist thesis on class struggles in Tanzania. 


2. MAHMOOD MAMDANI AND HARKO BHAGAT ON 
NABUDERE’S MANUSCRIPT ON IMPERIALISM 


In their critique of Nabudere, Mamdani and Bhagat raised the question of 
imperialism, holding that any political analysis of modern imperialism must reveal 
the various contradictions of imperialism “in both their particular importance and 
interrelations”. They went on to categorise these contradictions as: 


(a) Contradiction among the superpowers. 
(b) Contradictions within the bourgeoisie of the imperialist countries. 


(c) Contradictions among the superpowers and the second world. — 
(d) Contradictions among the imperialists. Boiled cas : 
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They concluded that the principal contradiction was that between imperialism 
and the oppressed nations, quoting the authority of “the Proposal on the General 
Line of the International Communist Movement”. Their criticisms of Nabudere’s 


manuscript were: 


i. (a) That it abstracted from all contradictions except that between labour 
and capital and this was possible because the manuscript absolutized 
the concept of centralisation of capital arriving at a concept of world 
finance capital, thereby emphasising its unity in a one-sided manner 
and thus coming “perilously” close to taking the Kautskyite stand of 
ultra-imperialism. 3 

(b) That the manuscript did not analyse social imperialism. 

(c) That the manuscript suggested that the financial oligarchy was the 
‘entire’ bourgeoisie of the imperialist countries. 

(d) That the manuscript did not analyse the contradictions between the 
first and the second world, and thus could not explain Gaullism in 
France and the significance of the Lome convention. 

(e) That its analysis of nationalisations in the third world was static. 

(f) That it denied that the peasants in the third world were exploited 
through unequal exchange. 

(g) That this allegedly one-sided emphasis on the contradiction between 
“Jabour and capital” is a Trotskyite deviation. 


— 


li. (a) That the manuscript has nothing to say on the principles of the peoples 

democratic revolution in the “semi-colonies”. 

(b) That the manuscript gives an incorrect analysis of classes in the neo- 
colonies holding that a section of the bourgeoisie which does not 
partake in production cannot be called petty-bourgeoisie and that the 
petty-bourgeoisie partakes in the labour process and is “part of the 
working masses”. 


iii (a) That the manuscript has little to say on the “semi-colonial state”. 
(b) That the manuscript takes the position that politics obediently follow 

economics; and finally that | 

The financial oligarchy is not the ruling class in a semi-colony, 

because, “The principal flaw in conceptualising the international 

bourgeoisie as the ruling class in a semi-colony is that it abstracts from 

intra-imperialist rivalry”. 


— 


(c 


The first person to comment on the Bhagat-Mamdani critiques was Yash 
Tandon, . 


3. YASH TANDON’S COMMENT ON MAMDANI AND 
BHAGAT He 


In his comments, Yash Tandon dealt with the questions of classes and the state ina 
“neo- or semi-colony” and finally the question of unequal exchange. He pointed out 
that Mamdani’s and Bhagat’s critique of Shivji was opportunistic. They had 
criticised Shivji for having failed to establish the emergence of bureaucrat capital 
and thus of the bureaucratic bourgeoise because he could not establish that the 
social group that emerged in control of the state after the Arusha Declaration 
“exercises control over the means of production” and not simply managerial or 

_ legal control. The evidence in the Appendix to Shivji’s book showed that it was the 
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a ae that “exercised control” over the means of product; , 
multinationals that exercised cont! p ction after a 
Arusha Declaration. 


Yet Mamdani and Bhagat after criticising Shivji went on to conclude: “In this 
scientific sense, then, we can identify the emergence of bureaucratic bourgeoisie . 


Tanzania after the nationalisations accompanying the Arusha Declaration” But 
they had not shown that “bureaucratic capital” had emerged after Arusha, Nor had 
they shown that the bureaucrats owned the means of production! Like Shivji they 
had no evidence of the emergence of bureaucratic capital and thus a bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie. As such Mamdani and Bhagat, who had set out to criticise Shivji, 
ended up being Shivjist themselves! 

Tandon also criticised Mamdani and Bhagat for not providing evidence for the 
existence of a national bourgoisie which the latter claimed existed in Tanzania and 
vindicated the Nabudere case of putting national bourgeoisie in inverted comma’s 
because any such bourgeoisie that exists in the neo-colony in the epoch of 
imperialism will never accomplish the national democratic bourgeois revolution 
due to the dominance of monopoly capitalism that has divided the world. Thus this 
“bourgeoisie” cannot be genuinely called national. 

Tandon criticised Mamdani further for one-sidedly empiiasizing that the petty- 
bourgeoisie is part of the working masses and belongs to the camp of the people in 
the democratic revolution. He pointed out that the petty bourgeoisie joins the camp 
of the people when it knows that its fate is to be determined by the proletariat. He 
further pointed out that it joins the revolution under the leadership of the 
proletariat, only with correct proletarian practice. Otherwise the petty-bourgeoisie 
can and does take a reactionary and anti-revolutionary stand. Is it not the petty- 
bourgeoisie that fought the proletariat during the Paris Commune? Is it not the 
petty-bourgeoisie that removed their barricades from the streets of Paris thus 
paving the way for the bourgeoisie to return from their ‘exile’in Marseilles? Tandon 
said that Mamdani and Bhagat should realise the nature of the petty bourgeoisie 
from the contrasting cases of Chile and Vietnam where under different practices the 
petty-bourgeoisie reacted differently to the revolution. 

On the question of ruling classes in the neo- or semi-colony, Tandon criticised the 
‘critiques’ for creating a rupture between the political and the economic which is un- 
Marxist. In their critique of Nabudere, Mamdani and Bhagat held that “in the case 
of a semi-colony there is a radical rupture between economic exploitation and 
political oppression. The state, the apparatus of oppression, is now managed by a 
class situated within the semi-colony; on the other hand imperialist exploitation 
continues”. Here Tandon argued that Mamdani and Bhagat adopted a purely 
managerial concept of class for which they had earlier criticised Issa Shivji. 
Mamdani and Bhagat held against Shivji that: “The analysis of imperialism must be 
integral to that of classes in the neo-colony”. Yet in their ‘criticism’ of Nabudere. 
while purporting to understand the meaning of imperialism, they failed to give an 
integrated analysis of classes under imperialism. While Mamdani and Bhagat 
accused Shivji of making “a class analysis (which) is often abstracted from 
imperialism” they did exactly the same thing in their own critique of Nabudere. 

Tandon pointed out that general theories should not be formulated for classes 1" 
neo-colonial states, but specific analyses that correspond to the reality of each neo 
spoon saseiaeotiia be made. He further said that it is false to hold that a Me 

‘dia BNA and that it 18 possible for a ruling class orat least a anes 

- The dictatorship of the financial oligarchy over the neo-cO Oe 


Proves this fact. The. financial oligarchy rules in the neo-colony because 
Monopolises capital, tur a 


ning the neo-colonies into markets for export of fi 
capital and manufactur f raw 


ed goods as well as turning them into sources © 
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materials. The financial oligarchy is the exploiter of the proletariat and peasantry in 
the neo-colony. It makes it possible for the “national bourgeoisie” to accumulate 
capital and complete the bourgeois revolution, since finance capital has divided the 
market, the whole neo-colonial world, which it reserves for its own capital and 
commodities. Lenin long ago pointed out: 


In a commodity-producing society, no independent development, or 
development of any sort whatsoever, is possible without capital. In Europe 
the dependent nations have both their own capital any easy access to it ona 
wide range of terms. The colonies [and today we can say the neo—colonies, if 
we take into account, as Lenin further pointed out, that self-determination of 
colonial countries belongs to the political sphere— Reviewers], have no 
capital of their own, or none to speak of, and under finance capital no colony 
[or neo-colony today] can obtain any except on terms of political submission. 
[Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 22, p. 339]. 


If the financial oligarchy economically exploits a neo-colony and politically 
subdues it, then how can we say it is not ruling in the neo-colony? Can it then be 
argued that the ruling class in the neo-colony must be found within the neo-colony, 
creating the impermissible rupture of the dialectical link between the economic 
and the political? 

Finally, Tandon querried Mamdani’s and Bhagat’s proposition that the peasant 
is exploited at the level of exchange while the worker is exploited at the level of 
production. He challenged them to show why the law of equivalents will not apply 
to commodities produced by a peasant as well as a worker. He pointed out that the 
law of equivalents (exchange of commodities at their values or exchange of 
commodities of equal value at their values) does not always operate in practice 1.e. 
that prices deviate from their values, and continued: 





It is this deviation that brings about unequal exchange, i.e. an exchange of 
unequal values at the level of the market where prices, not values, rule. And this 
can happen as easily with the products of workers as with the products of the 
petty-commodity producers, and it can happen in exchange between the 
products of capitalist countries themselves as in the exchanges between the 
products of a capitalist country and those of a neo-colony. 


He concluded that exploitation, appropriation of surplus value, takes place at 
the level of production. Exploitation cannot be explained by unequal exchange. 


4. NABUDERE’S REPLY TO MAMDANI AND | 
BHAGAT’S “COMMENTS” ON HIS MANUSCRIPT — 


Around the second half of July 1976, Nabudere. replied to Bhagat’s and 
Mamdani’s “criticism”, He pointed out that Mamdani’s criticism of Shivji had 
pointed out that Shivji had failed to comprehend his task. Yet, he had concluded: 
Sed We consider the book a step forward representing a stage in the development of 
Marxist-Leninist thought in our countries . . .” Nabudere pointed out that 
Mamdani was able to reach such a conclusion because although he disagreed in 
form, he was in agreement in substance with Shivji. In addition, he argued that 
Mamdani’s insistence that his (Nabudere’s) critiques of Issa Shivji’s Class Struggles 
in Tanzania be restricted to a small circle of arbitrarily selected “comrades” was a 
Clear betrayal of his effort to conceal errors of theory and ideology which had 
already beed disseminated in book form. age atts : 

Thus Mamdani’s half-hearted critique of Shivji, being opportunist, was 
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unacceptable. Nabudere concluded that for Mahmood to repudiate Issa, theres 
he must first repudiate himself”. 
aust List Yo ———— 





~ Turning to their comments on his manuscript, Nabudere pointed out that they 
were “left” only in form but “right” in essence. He said that the use of Chinese comrades 
references exhibited a certain amount of petty-bourgeois dogmatism and 
stereotyped analysis which amounted to opportunism. Nabudere then went on to 
expose the substance of the criticisms. 


Imperialism and Contradictions 


In this section Nabudere pointed out that the claim attributed to him of setting 
out to “analyse imperialism in its totality” was false because he had made no such 
claim. He added that anybody who had read the manuscript as a whole would not 
have failed to see its scope and purpose, namely -to defend Lenin’s thesis: 
Imperialism the Highest Stage of Capitalism, and to try ina theoretical manner to 
connect it with Marx’s Capital. The accomplishment of this task was acknowledged 
by Bhagat and Mamdani in their critique in these words: “The manuscript, 
particularly the relation it underlines between Marx’s analysis of Capital and 
Lenin’s Theory of Imperialism we consider to be a scientific contribution to the 
development of Marxist-Leninist ideology of our time”. For this comment, 
Nabudere concluded thus: “Thank you. We never undertook to do more nor have 
we claimed to have done any more than that”. | 

It followed, Nabudere argued, that the criticisms of Mamdani and Bhagat were 
drawn from outside the manuscript and that they tried to join issues on thesis he had 
not advanced. On the point advanced by Bhagat and Mamdani that he absolutizes 
the centralisation of capital and is oblivious of the intensifying contradiction within 
the camp of American imperialism since the Second World War, Nabudere 
challenged them to show where he denied this contradiction in the manuscript. He 
asserted that any casual reading of Part IV of the manuscript would reveal that the 
criticism had no foundation. 

On the criticism that Nabudere “abstracts” centralisation of capital into a “world 
finance capital” he held that there was no such abstraction, and that world finance 
capital is the total capital of the financial oligarchies in their unity aimed at 
exploiting the total working class of the world under their hegemony. That this is 
the reality that.Lenin analyses. He further said that this does not rule out 


contradictions among the financial oligarchies as is shown in Part II] of the 
manuscript. : 


On the issue where Mamdani and Bhagat pointed out that Nabudere comes 
‘perilously’ close to Kautsky and where they use a quote from Lenin to prove this, 
Nabudere pointed out that they quote Lenin incorrectly, and from a source where 
he does not even diseuss the issue of Kautsky. He said that in Imperialism, where 
Lenin discusses Kautsky, he was refuting obscurantists like Mamdani and Bhagat 
who separated the political from the economic and that he, Nabudere, had nowhere 
m the manuscript faild to take into account the “political dimension”, or said that 

politics obediently follow economics”. Nabudere also denied that he obscures the 
Wain within the bourgeoisie, He pointed out that these critics had uid 
aligate ai, at Part Mt of the manuscript, where the rise of the financia 
Bhagat 2 fsectte historically and there was no need here for Mamdan! A 
Re at Aes a‘ ao Tse-tung’s On Contradiction. In his entire analysis, he ve ; 
digectiy eas on the financial oligarchy since this is the bourgeoisie Inve 

| / mperialism. ' 
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Contradictions Between the Superpowers and the Second 
World and Relationship with the Third World 


To the accusation that he had failed to analyse contradictions between the 
superpowers and the “Second World” as intermediate zones which are also 
“oppressed”, Nabudere replied that this “oppression” was one-sidedly absolutized 
by his critics to the point where they saw no unity between these and the 
superpowers as exploiters of the Third World. He pointed out that he had shown 
that contradiction exists between monopolies whether immediate or otherwise 
this contradiction is over who should have the upper hand in exploiting 
labour both in the Second and Third World. 


This contradiction, generally non-antagonistic as it 1s within the same class — 
the bourgeoisie-for a greater share of the oppressed third world, at times 
breaks out in open war. You state that if we do not “grasp” this 
contradiction we cannot understand the formation of Euratom, Gaullism, 
etc. But we had shown that by grasping the “fundamental contradiction” 
among imperialist countries, we have also grasped the contradiction between 
the superpowers, among imperialist countries and among monopoly 
capitalist groups. All these stem from this fundamental contradiction. 


On the point that Nabudere one-sidedly concludes that the Lome Convention isa 
victory for the monopolies of the U.S.A. and Japan he replied that the critics 
misunderstood the context because they didn’t know the history of these 
conventions. If they had known they would have found that the ACP countries 
fought tooth and nail to remove preferential treatment formerly given by them to 
E.E.C. countries, insisting that their markets should be open to other countries. 
Since trade between third world countries with the socialist countries is almost non- 
existent, this meant the entry of U.S.A. and Japan ina big way — i.e. open door neo- 
colonialism, at least in the short run. It isin this sense that the multilateralisation of 
neo-colonialism in the Lome Convention was a victory for US and Japanese 
monopolies. Nabudere rapped the critics for not showing how the Convention was 
a “limited victory for the Third World” and for quoting Peking Review out of 
context on the issue, which he concluded, amounted to an opportunistic use of the 
source. The Peking Review position was that since the oppressed “national” or 
petty-bourgeoisie in the neo-colonies have a contradiction with imperialism, the 
proletariat has the greatest interest in deepening this contradiction in order to be 
able to generalise and popularise its case against imperialism on a broader front. 

The question of nationalisation must also be viewed as part of this broader 
struggle. Mamdani and Bhagat had used the authority of Mao Tsetung to argue: 
“Nevertheless, these are anti-imperialist struggles and as such objectively form part 
of the world socialist revolution, as Mao Tsetung pointed out in New Democracy”. 
This, Nabudere pointed out, was clearly a one-sided treatment of the question, eS 
because it implied that the petty bourgeoisie was capable of waging this struggle 
against imperialism. This view of nationalisations and the struggle for the “New 

Economic Order” coming “perilously” to the revisionist “non-capitalist” road, 
Nabudere pointed out further that Comrade Mao’s authority was misused because 
he was describing the character of the two democratic revolutions, old and new, 1n 
New Demoracy, He was nowhere discussing nationalisations and the “New 
Economic Order”, 

On the accusation that he attempted only an economic analysis of imperialism, 
Nabudere pointed out that the critics contradicted themselves when in a similar 


comment on Shivji’s book they stated the other one-sided view thus: “That property 
% 
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under concrete historical circumstances assume a noe ee eve in this c 
public form, should not blind ite ctisceestonte tt ing it still remains 
private (class) property”. And concluding, Nabuc he BU e | Out that the critics 
had not successfully shown that the Manuscript bears the faults they had Purported 
to show. He further said that the manuscript contained a political appreciation of 
these forms of struggle in spite of the fact that change in legal form does not change 
property relations. The manuscript acknow ledged nese measures to be “important 
developments”. The accusation that it makes only an “economic analysis” was thus 
rendered false and baseless. Nabudere further criticized the “critics” for 
undimensionally holding that, of all the fundamental contradictions, the principal 
contradiction was that between imperialism and the oppressed nations and quoting 
the Proposal on the General Line of the International Communist Movement, 
while the same General Line points out that: 


ASE a 


These contradictions [which it describes] and the struggles which they give 
rise to, are inter-related and influence each other. Nobody can obliterate any 
of these fundamental contradictions or subjectively substitute one for all the 
rest. 


Finally, he pointed out that the criticism that the strategy against imperialism as 
expounded in the manuscript took a Trotskyist line is one-sidedly emphasizing the 
contradiction between capital and labour and substituting it for the rest, was 
groundless. He further said that this analysis on strategy is in line with the General 
Line on “The national democratic revolutionary movement...” 


The New Democratic Revolution and the Neo-Colony 


Here Nabudere pointed out that most of the criticisms of Mamdani and Bhagat 
on the new democratic revolution, classes in the neo-colony and the politics of 
struggle were centred around one pivotal-point-national. capital and _ its 
contradiction with finance capital. However, the critics did not indicate the 
character of this contradiction under imperialist domination of the neo-colonies. Is 
it antagonistic or not? Nabudere held that the petty-bourgeoisie belong to the 
bourgeois class and thus their contradiction is basically no-antagonistic. Finance 
capital has an antagonistic contradiction witha neo-colony because it exploits the 
working class and peasantry there. : 


Unequal Exchange 


Nabudere pointed out here that the wrong understanding of the contradiction 
between imperialism and the people led Mamdani and Bhagat to the populist 
Position of unequal exchange. This position, he said, was that of Marx, which was 
that with the rise of capital, a movement is established where all production Is 
increasingly turned into commodity production (i.e. for exchange in the market) 
and subjecting all labour-power, whether that of the worker or peasant, to the 
exploitation of capital, In this context, Marx pointed out; . : " 


-..Wherever it takes Pay . ys of 
Woks “€S root capitalist production destroys all forms © 

apa Nea) Production which are based either on the self-employment of thy 
iy nt. ’ rege 2 on the sale of excess product as domi oditise: Capitals’ 

Anadea tees te LF a production of commodities general and then, | 
talans See OTms all Commodity production int italist commodl'y 
ie eeetion (Capital, Vol, Il, p. 36), ae ee nt a ma beanie srebuas’ 
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Thus the accusation that nothing is said of the exploitation of the peasantry in the 
manuscript was baseless and populist. Exploitation 1s a scientific concept used ina 


capital-labour relation. That is why Marx talks of the “plunder, spoilation, 


entombment of aboriginal peoples” by merchant capital and of the ‘exploitation’ of 





labour by industrial capital. in The Peasant Question, Engels points out that: 


This small peasant, just like the small handicraftsman, is therefore a toiler who 
differs from the modern proletariat in that he still possesses his instruments of 
labour; hence a survival of the past mode of production... 

Whereas in the past his unit of production was self-sufficient), capitalist 
production put an end to this by its money economy and large-scale industry 
[Selected Works, Vol: 3, pp. 459-60]. 


Thus the cheap talk that the manuscript does not talk of the exploitation of the 
labour of the peasantry because it does not take the “unequal exchange” position is 
totally baseless. 


Classes and the “Semi-Colony” 


Here Nabudere pointed out that the question of classes is a concrete question. 
That although classes may be mentioned in their general relations in a major 
movement like imperialism, such treatment can only be meaningfully handled ina 
concrete way. Thus the question of the existence of “national bourgeoisie”, 
“comprador bourgeoisie” or whatever other bourgeoisie in a neo-colony is not a 
general question but a concrete question for a concrete situation, a question of 
concrete class analysis of a particular neo-colony and not a generalisation of class 
analysis in all neo-colonies. This is what Comrade Mao Tse tung did for Chinese 
society. Nabudere also criticised his critics for confusing neo-colonies with semi- 
colonies and reducing these concepts to mere word-juggling. 

A semi-colony, as the word suggests, is a country which has not been wholly or 
totally occupied by imperialism; its relationship with imperialism is based not on 
total occupation and colonisation but on unequal capitulationisttreaties. Turkey 
and China were such areas. ‘Neo-colony’ on the other hand refers to those countries 
which were brought under colonial rule and were totally occupied by imperialism 
but have achieved self-determination which, as Lenin emphasized, belongs to the 
political sphere. The new form of domination after self-determination is what is 
referred to as neo-colonialism. There was no need for “Marxist-Lenin 
confuse these concepts. , ae | | 

It was again pointed out that not all petty-bourgeoisie take part in production, 
i.e. in the labour process, and thus the critics take a one-sided view of this class 
which leads them to the conclusion that they are part of the “revolutionary masses”. 
The Communist Manifesto was to show that this class, which is called “the lower 
middle class” in the Manifesto, includes: small manufacturers, shopkeepers, 
artisans and peasants. The Manifesto, although recognising their struggle against | 
the bourgeoisie, does not see them one-sidedly as “part of the revolutionary 
masses”, The Manifesto says of this class; “They are therefore not revolutionary, 
but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back the wheel 
of history”. The petty-bourgeoisie, Nabudere pointed out, is a vacillating class. In 
periods of prosperity, they gang up with the bourgeoisie and fight the proletariat. In 
periods of crisis, they increasingly join proletarian ranks and support its struggle. 

Even in times of crisis they join the struggles under proletarian leadership. 
Moreover, Nabudere added, Comrade Chou Enlai in his interview with Hinton 
pointed out: “According to a Marxist point of view the petty bourgeoisie belong to 


ists” to 
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iGamobrceoiaelassbendinol to ihe working class or proleta rat. jalni sth tw 
paragraphs Nabudere analysed forms of state dependence and criticised Mamdan; 
and Bhagat for taking a dogmatic position when they talk as if all forms of State 
dependence are the same. He further exposed their confusion where they held that 
the international bougeoisie cannot rule because there is no international State. This 
same question was raised by Hirji and we shall deal with it later. 

In conclusion, Nabudere pointed out these criticisms were a jumble of confusion, 
“We therefore reject your criticism as wholly without foundation and addin 
nothing to its substance!” He also pointed out that he could not accept that the 
debate be closed and some comrades be excluded. He said that proletarian Interests 
demand open debate so that issues and errors could be brought to light and not be 
kept in the dark. 

There were then murmurings behind the scenes that an open debate among the 
left was not healthy because it would “split the left”. This criticism was groundless, 
since Shivji’s book had already come out in print, and Mamdani’s and Nabudere’s 
manuscripts were freely circulating on the campus. 

The demand that an open debate be scotched because it tends to “split the left” is 
usually the demand of those who have something to hide about the weakness of 
their positions. Lenin, when confronted with such petty-bourgeois demands, was 
merciless. In a letter written to Appolinaria Yakubova in 1900, he wrote, inter alia: 


I am not in the least ashamed to fight — seeing that things have gone so far 
that the disagreements have concerned fundamental issues, that an 
atmosphere has been created of mutual non-comprehension, mutual distrust 
and complete discordance of views... To get rid of this oppressive 
atmosphere, even a furious thunderstorm, and not merely a literary polemic, 
can (and should) be welcomed. 


Lenin continued: 


And there is no reason to be so much afraid of a struggle: a struggle may cause 
annoyance to some individuals, but it will clear the air, define attitudes ina 
precise and straightforward manner, define which differences are important 
and which unimportant, define where people stand — those who are taking a 
completely different path and those party comrades who differ only on minor 
points. 


And further: 


Without struggle there cannot be a sorting out, and without a sorting out 
there cannot be any successful advance, nor can there be any lasting unity. 
And those who are beginning the struggle at the present time are by no means 
destroying unity. There is no longer any unity, it has already been destroyed 
all along the lines... an open frank struggle is one of the essential conditions 
for restoring unity... Yes, restoring! The kind of “unity”... that makes us 
resent the publication of statements revealing what views are being 
propagated under the guise of .., (Marxism)... Such “unity” is sheer cant, it 
can aay aggravate the disease and make it assume a chronic, malignant 
form. That an open, frank and honest struggle will cure this disease an 


create a really united, vigorous and strong... movement | do not for & 
moment doubt. bai a 


And Lenin concluded: | 











Of course struggle in the press will cause iefdall ne ‘hue ue a good 
wiin2 ! use ¢ ill-feeling and give us 4 BOS” 
_ Many hard knocks, but w t's0. thin skinned as tor fear. knocks! 
sy [Emphasis added]. To wish for s ruggle witl jifferences without 
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struggle, would be the height of naivete, and if the struggle is waged openly it 
will be a hundred times better... and will lead, I repeat, a hundred times faster 
to lasting unity. 


Mao Tsetung on the Need to Combat Liberalism 


Mao Tse-tung’s “Combat Liberalism” is a further indictment of those who prefer 
to hide behind conspiratorial murmurings behind doors rather than an open 
debate, and who preach an unprincipled unity with “friends” rather than 
establishing unity on the basis of the formula unity-struggle-unity. We quote some 
relevant passages, but the whole essay of Mao’s is worth reading. 


We stand for active ideological struggle because it is the weapon for ensuring 
unity within... the revolutionary organisations in the interest of our fight... 
But liberalism rejects ideological struggle and stands for unprincipled peace, 
thus giving rise to a decadent, philistine attitude and bringing about political 
degeneration in certain units and individuals in the Party and the 
revolutionary organizations... 

To let things slide for the sake of peace and friendship when a person has 
clearly gone wrong, and refrain from principled argument because he is on 
old acquaintance, ... Or to touch on the matter lightly instead of going into it 
thoroughly, so as to keep on good terms. The result is that both the 
organization and the individual are harmed. This is one type of liberalism. 
To indulge in irresponsible criticism in private instead of actively putting 
forward one’s suggestions to the organization. To say nothing to people to 
their faces but to gossip behind their backs... To show no regard for 
collective life but to follow one’s own inclination. This is a second type. 


As such how could an open debate on the general issues raised be prevented? 
These behind-the-scene. grumblings and gossips continued until Karim Hirji’s 
“Criticism” came in around 22 August 1976. 


5. KARIM HIRJI’S REJOINDER AGAINST NABUDERE 


Karim Hirji raised nothing new in his criticism and therefore we can treat it 
briefly here. He raised issues of class, state, ruling class and Kautskyism of which 
Nabudere was again accused. At the same time he was accused of economism. 
According to Karim, as to Mamdani and Bhagat, the financial oligarchy cannot 
rule because there is no international state, and since according to them a separate 
state implies a separate ruling class, Hirji compared Nabudere to Kievsky whom 
Lenin had criticised for economism. The question of transitional forms of state 
dependence was raised again as well as the gestion of contradictions within 
imperialism. Karim Hirji accused Nabudere for allegedly seeing the financial 
oligarchy as the only bourgeoisie — an accusation also levelled by Mamdani and 
Bhagat. Hirji asserted that under certain conditions politics determine the base, and_ 
suggested that this is the case in the neo-colonies. 

The first people to reply to Hirji’s comments were Sam Magara and A. Kayonga 
around the end of August 1976. 


6. S. MAGARA AND. A. KAYONGA’S DEFENCE OF 
NABUDERE AGAINST HIRJI’S ATTACKS 


~ They pointed out that although Hirji said “progressive circles” were surprised to 
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learn that Shivji’s book was neo-Trotskyite, idealist, etc. he did not Say a word in 
defence of Shivji’s thesis. They also deplored the fact that Karim Hirji had Used 
slanderous language. While the use of scientific categories such as “petty. 
bourgeoisie”, “neo-Marxist”, “neo-Trotskyist”, or eclectic was permissible, ag 
scientific concepts, there was no need to use petty slandering as a substitute for 
argument. 


On Classes 


Magara and Kayonga defended Nabudere’s thesis showing the falseness of Hirji’s 
accusation when he said that Nabudere saw the financial oligarchy as the sole 
bourgeoisie. One had only to read Nabudere’s manuscript to discover that this was 
not so. They pointed out further that it is not a “fundamental break” with Marxism 
to state that the petty-bourgeoisie is a portion of the bourgeois class. Morever 
Nabudere had shown on the authority of Marx and Chou Enlai that the petty 
bourgeoisie belong to the bourgeois class. 

If Hirji had depended on Mao’s authority, namely that under certain conditions 
politics determine the base, to argue that the financial oligarchy, although the 
economically dominant was not a ruling class in the neo-colony, then it was 
incumbent upon Hirji to show whether the “certain condition” of which Chairman 
Mao was talking included the neo-colonial state. He wa's challenged to show that a 
neo-colony is an exception to the general rule that the economic base determines the 
superstructure, the politics, and that the ruling class is as a rule the economically 
dominant class. Hirji was challenged to show how the politics of neo-colonial states 
determines the economic base. Magara and Kayonga also showed that Hirji’s 
accusation of Nabudere as being Kautskyite was baseless. Nabudere’s views had 
nothing incommon with those of Kautsky. Kautsky defined imperialism not as a 
phase of capitalism but as a policy “preferred” by finance capital. Nabudere set out 
in his manuscript to defend Lenin’s Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism 
clearly showing that imperialism is a phase of capitalism. Nabudere also showed 
that amalgamation and concentration of capital led to monopoly thus he did not 
regard imperialism as a policy ‘preferred’ by finance capital. Nabudere had also 
refuted in his manuscript Kautsky’s position that imperialism is a tendency of 
“industrial” countries to annex agrarian countries. Nabudere points out that 


imperialism is the rule of finance capital which strives to dominate the whole world. 
Thus Hirji’s accusations were shown to be baseless. 


7. NABUDERE’S 81-PAGE REPLY TO KARIM HIRJI 


Around 10 September 1976, Nabudere released his 81-page reply to Karim Hirji: 
We shall only summarise the main points. In this reply, Nabudere showed the 
idealist positions of Hirji for holding that a separate state implies a separate ruling 


class. He pointed out that this method of transubstantiating reality into sees and 


presenting ideas as reality springs from the idealism of Plato which was perfected by 


Kant. And it mani ests itself in the neo-Kantianism of Rikert Dilthey on which 
Durkheim and Weber based their bourgeois theories while claiming to be 
materialist, . 


ee T | =e LA At i 
1 ~ Economisms and the National Question 
Under this readings Nabutacs reviewed fehinenne ety t Kautsky, 
: ; ggle agains 
Kieysky and Rosa Luxemburg. We have already dealt with Kautsky. We shall here 
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restrict outselves to the review of Kievsky and Luxemburg. 

Nabudere pointed out what Lenin meant when he accused people of the Kievsky 
type of economism and struggled against them in his famous: What Is To Be Done, 
Critical Remarks on the National Question: and in “Caricature of Marxism and 
Imperialist Economism”. He showed further that economism was an opportunist 
trend in the Russian Social Democratic Party whereby the Russian Economists 
argues that because of the level of capitalist development in Russia, political 
struggles of the proletariat were “impossible” and that therefore the working class 
should restrict itself to economic struggles for better working conditions, higher 
wages, etc. 

Other deviationists, particularly Rosa Luxemburg, sought to implement a 

similar line on the national question holding that political self-determination of 
oppressed nations under imperialism is unachievable, and that political struggles 
for political independence are “illusory” and impracticable. Since history has 
proved this theory bankrupt we shall not go further into it. The point here is that the 
“economism” that Hirji accused of Nabudere is not the economism that Lenin 
meant. On the contrary, petty bourgeois theorists, who see Marxist analysis as 
‘economism’ or at other times as “economic determinism” had long levelled this 
accusation against Marx. Among the first of such petty-bourgeois theorists to 
accuse Marx of economism was Proudhon who was followed by Durkheim and 
Weber. This “economism” or what the bourgeois and petty bourgeois see as 
“economism” has nothing in common with the Leninist understanding of 
economism. Thus Hirji was gravely mistaken and distorting Lenin when he quoted 
him to support his case of “economism” which as we have shown is a petty 
bourgeois distortion of Marxism. 

Hirji, however, being eclectic landed in a contradiction. Having accused 
Nabudere of “economism” he then goes ahead to call him a Kautskyite, alleging 
that he sees imperialism as a “policy”. This would mean that, as Lenin pointed 
out, he separates the politics of imperialism from its economics in which case he 
would be accused of ‘politicism’. Now isn’t it absurd to accuse one, as Hirji does, of 
‘economism’ and ‘politicism’ at the same time!. 

Nabudere showed further that Hirji’s conception of economism is that of the 
bourgeois and petty bourgeois types who deny the materialist conception of history 
which holds that the production of real life is the basis of all ideas. Hirji does this to 
create room for his idealist theorising that it would be “economistic” to deny a “new 
ruling class” which must come into being with a “separate stage” in the neo-colony. 
Since Mao Tse-tung “asserts” that under “certain conditions” politics determine the 
base Hirji then concludes that it is “implied” (sic) that a ruling class, upon the rise of 
a separate state, would emerge. Hirji, however, does not indicate what “certain 
conditions” Chairman Mao meant. Chairman Mao has never said that politics ina 
neo-colony determine the economic base. Moreover, since self-determination 
belongs to the political sphere, then Hirji’s capitalist ruling class rises “non- 
economically”. Now certainly this is not “economism” but probably “politicism z 
Such are the a priori idealist assertions of Hirji which deny the dominant place of 
the economic base vis-a-vis the superstructure. Moreover, as we pointed out, the 
petty bourgeoisie belong to the bourgeois class according to Marxism. It is 
therefore unacceptable for Hirji to disjoin them from the economically dominant 
stratum, namely the financial oligarchy. It is a very well known fact that under 
imperialism the petty bourgeoisie may man the bourgeois state, while effective 
political power is exercised by the financial oligarchy precisely because of its 

economic power. wala 


We repeat that the neo-colonies have no capital of their own, or non to speak of, 
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and under finance capital no neo-colony can obtain any excep on terms Of political 
submission. This is the source of the w hole soutery, on “The New International 
Economic Order, “Transfer of Resources sel ranster of Technology” Cte. Hirjj 
does not understand this, because according to him the financial oligarchy Cannot 
rule as no international state exists. If that 1s so why this outcry and “begging”. We 
ask our dear Hirji. 

In his conclusion Nabudere criticised Mahmood Mamdani according to whom 
imperialism is “external” to Uganda and the ‘enemy’ ‘principally’ is the nascent 
commercial bourgeoisie. (See Maji Maji, No. II, August 1976). Now one wonders 
whose commerce this nascent commercial bourgeoisie carries on. Whose 
commodities to they circulate? And can this class survive without the producers of 
the commodities? And whose capital is involved in the production of these 
commodities, if it is not of finance capital? 

Again who principally exploits labour in Uganda? Is it the nascent commercial] 
bourgeoisie or finance capital? If finance capital has reduced Uganda to its market 
allowing only a commercial bourgeoisie, and if again it is finance capital that 
exploits the labour of Ugandan proletariat, how then can Mamdani hold that 
imperialism is external and that so long as imperialism does not invade, the enemy 
remains principally internal? We would like to tell Mamdani that imperialism 
invaded long ago and has never left. Mamdani should tell us when it did. If it did, 
then what do we mean when we say Uganda is a neo-colony? What does Mamdani 
think the neo-colonial state is — a people’s state? 

Mamdani holds that if we say the enemy is imperialism we are disarming the 
working class ideologically and sheltering what he calls the “ruling class” (the 
nascent commercial bourgeoisie) in the camp of the people. We hold that in the 
Struggle against imperialism during the new democratic revolution and under 
correct proletarian practice, this “commercial bourgeoisie” being oppressed by 

imperialism has the chance to join the popular united front. Orat leasta major part 
of it can be won to the proletarian side. This is what we mean by united front or 
broad alliances against imperialism, as Chairman Mao has pointed out. Does 
broad alliance in a united front mean “sheltering” the ruling class in the camp of the 
people and disarming the revolutionary forces ideologically? 


8. NABUDERE CRITIQUE OF MAMDANTI’S POLITICS 
AND CLASS FORMATION IN UGANDA 


_ At the end of January 1977, when Mamdani’s book came out in book form, 
Nabudere brought out a critical review of it as he had promised in his critique of 
Shivji’s Class Struggles in Tanzania. 

He began by pointing out that the terms like petty bourgeoisie, neo-Trotskyite 
etc. were not terms of abuse as Mamdanj and others had taken them to be. Nabudere 
quoted Lenin in support of this view: 


Our ©pponents display remarkable shortsightedness in regarding the terms 
eachonary, and petty bourgeois as polemical abuse, when they have 
ey historical Philosophical meaning, (Collected Works, Vol. 2 P» 


Elsewhere, Lenin points out that the term “reactionary” for example isemployed '" 
its historico-philosophical sense: 


Describing only the ERROR of the theoreticians who take modes fo eile 
_ theories from obsolete forms of society. It does not apply at all to 
Personal qualities of the theoreticians or their programmes. — 
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Citing examples, Lenin continued: “Everybody knows that neither Sismondi nor 
Proudhon were reactionaries in the normal sense of the term”. Nabudere pointed out 
further that such other terms as neo-Marxist and neo-Trotskyist refer to trends 
within the international working class movement. Indeed Mamdani’s publishers 
and friends who recommended his book for publication because they see it in very 
favourable light cannot be said to have been abusing him when they eulogised it 
thus: 


It is in my view very nearly a perfect piece of work, asa work of artas wellas 
a work of scholarship. It is WITHOUT QUESTION an uncommonly fine 
specimen of the NEO-MARXIST UNDERDEVELOPMENT schools — 
indeed, probably its best fruit to date in African studies... (Spring, 1976, 


brochure issued by Monthly Review Press). 


This description has been conveniently removed from the Heinemann edition, 
for circulation in East Africa although the Monthly Review edition for circulation 
in USA still retains it. 

Mamdani’s eclecticism and contradictions are difficult to disentangle and 
summarise. We refer the reader to Nabudere’s and Tandon’s critiques. Here we 
shall confine ourselves to the major weakness of Mamdani’s thesis. 

First Mahmood Mamdani abstracts class formation and class struggle in a neo- 
colony such as Uganda from imperialism. This is presumably because to him 
imperialism is external. 

According to Mamdani, “The Uganda economy was an undeveloped economy 
integrated into the world capitalist market...” He does not show how this 
happened so concretely. Thus he sees the crisis of imperialism in Uganda as that of 
balance of payments crisis because of unequal exchange where instead of “an inflow” 
of capital each year there was an outflow of capital! If Uganda was integrated into 
the capitalist system, how then does the crisis become a balance of payments crisis 
and not that of imperialist exploitation and oppression? 

According to Mamdani, a communal mode co-exists with the capitalist mode of 
production in Uganda (p. 140) whereby labour is drastically paid below its value. 
One wonders how labour-power could be paid below its value if it was not part of 
the capitalist mode for them the law of value would not apply. 

Mamdani often finds himself caught up in contradictions. “Underdevelopment” 
is blamed on merchant capital, although its primacy is seen also as the “primacy” of 
metropolitan capital to which it is “tied in a dependent relation”. Thus a dualism is 
created. Mamdani tells us that the Indian “commercial bourgeoisie” dominated 
production at the level of the “territorial economy” although the metropolitan 
bourgeoisie “dominated the entire colonial system” (p. 108). We are told that 
“Indian capital” as represented by Narandas Rajaram and Co. Limited “at one 
stroke” struck a blow to the domination of the (cotton) industry by British capital. 
Then we are told that the capital did not actually belong to Rajaram but to the 

National Bank of India whose capital, as Mamdani came to realise, was not Indian 
but British finance capital. The bank in spite of its name belonged to the British 
monopoly capitalists. 

Lacking the understanding of imperialism Mamdani’s “class struggles” turn out 
to be no “class struggles” but contradictions among the petty-bourgeoisie. A class 

Struggle is created between the “African petty-bourgeoisie and the Indian 
commercial bourgeoisie” and their contradiction is postponed in 1969 to 1971 
when it is “resolved by the coup detat. The passing of the Cooperative Societies 
Ordinance “to boost the organisational strength” of African kulaks and traders 
resulted in “class struggle” although there was a “contradiction” between the 
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traders and kulaks. The principal contradiction 1S seen as that between the African 
petty-bourgeoisie and Asian capital. This “contradiction” surfaced with Amin’s 
ascendency to power after “the state had consolidated its State apparatus” and was 
renGliel eight months later when Amin called the Asians to a conference ~ 
January 1972 after which they were expelled. Thus the “principal contradiction” 
was resolved! In this way Mamdani reduces the scientific theories of “class 
struggles” and “contradiction” to an absurdity. 

Imperialism and the proletariat hardly feature in Mamdant’s class struggles and 
contradictions. Because Mamdani does not understand imperialism, he also does 
not understand what the national question means and consequently he does not 
know what the new democratic revolution is about. This is why he hold that those 
who say the enemy is imperialism will shelter the “ruling class” (which happens to 
be nascent commercial bourgeoisie) in the camp of the “people”. Chairman Mao 
long ago advised us that: , 


-.. In studying any complex process in which there are two or more 
contradictions, we must devote every effort to finding its principal 
contradiction. Once this principal contradiction is grasped, all problems can 
readily be resolved. This is the method that Marx taught us in his study of 
capitalist society. Likewise Leninand Stalin taught us this method when they 
studied Jmerialism and the general crisis of capitalism and when they 
Studied the Soviet Economy. There are thousands of scholars and men of 
action who do not understand it, and the result is that, lost ina fog, they. are 
unable to get to the heart of the. roblem and naturally cannot find a way to 
fesolve its contradictions (Selected Works, Vol. 1, p. 332. Emphasis added), 





Such are our Mamdani’s who, lost in a fog, create “principal” contradictions out 
of nowhere only to “resolve” some in eight months and to postpone others. These 
“contradictions” exist only in their brains. This is idealism par excellence and to us 
it is totally unacceptable. We hold that the principal contradiction is that between 
the people of Uganda and finance capital (imperialism) and its local comprador 
agents who oppress and exploit them. The contradiction within the petty- 
bourgeoisie and between the petty-bourgeoisie and the proletariat are secondary. 
Accordingly, the proletariat in the new democratic revolution rallies the petty- 
bourgeoisie behind it, forming a broad united front against imperialism, smashing 
the neo-colonial state and all supporters of imperialism who refuse to join the 
united front and establish the democratic dictatorship of the revolutionary classes 
and later of the proletariat. 

Chairman Mao teaches us that the contradiction among the people as the case 
may be, can, if “properly handled be transformed into a non-antagonistic one” 
during the fight against imperialism, Such is the strategy of the proletariat and su¢h 
is our stand! We leaye ‘pure theorising’ to the scholars and men of action who are 
lost in a fog. 


CONCLUSION 


The debate has clarified many issues and contributed to our ideologica! 
development, We are convinced that the only way to advance is through struggle 
against incorrect and anti-Marxist views. This is why we have carried out a relentless 
Srugele against the views of Mamdani, Shivji and others. It is a pity that these 
gentlemen have mistaken these criticisms for personal attack, That mistake 
Position of theirs is unacceptable and we shall continue to criticise them, While no 
replying to the criticisms so far made of them they have further made no effort t0 
ae themselves. This suggests to us that they still stick to their erroneous line. 


‘1 


Uy) 


that is so there is no platform for unity since we cannot compromise on major issues 
of Marxism-Leninism. This is because the two lines are diametrically opposed on 
these issues. We therefore request all comrades, and we cannot emphasize enough 
the necessity of all comrades to clarify themselves on these issues. We hope no more 
comrades will get “lost in a fog” or it they do, they should have the courage and 
initiative to break through it. This can only be done through study and further 
study. For as Lenin said, “Without FO oat theory there is no revolutionary 


movement”. 
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COMMENTS ON THE MANUSCRIPT* 
Rohini Banaji 


Dear Dan, 


I'm sorry I didn’t have much opportunity to talk to you while I was there, but Ihave 
been reading your manuscript and I would like to make a few comments on that as 
well as on your interventions at Marc’s seminar. 

You say on page 383 that, ‘whereas the bourgeoisie became triumphant over 

feudalism and absolutism in Europe with mass support of the oppressed peasantry, 
no such conditions for creating this old bourgeois revolution existed in the colonies. 
Whereas the change from feudalism led rapidly to economic development and 
emancipation of the peasantry from feudal exploitation... such economic 
development and the emancipation of the peasant masses in the colonies and semi- 
colonies were impossible under imperialism’. Since you make no attempt to explain 
why this is so, the statement remains a mere assertion. I think this is because you fail 
to conceptualise the exact relations existing between big capital and the peasantry, 
and this impression is confirmed by your statement at the seminar that there are no 
intermediaries between finance capital and the petty producers. Empirically this is 
not correct; in fact very often those who are directly in contact with the petty 
producers are small traders or usurers, who often succeed in accumulating a 
considerable amount of money-wealth which is sometimes later invested in 
production. Clearly this process is quite distinct from the accumulation of capital 
which is simultaneously going on in the hands of the big bourgeoisie; you have to 
recognise that the relations of production are not purely capitalist ones, because 
otherwise you would be totally unable to explain the fact that capitalist laws of 
motion such as the tendency for the productivity of labour to rise do not operate in 
these cases. On the other hand, your argument has an element of truth, since 
whatever accumulation of money-wealth, and even of capital, that takes place is not 
completely unfettered but operates within the limits, the framework, set by big 
capital. It is this precise relationship which has to be investigated, and I think that if 
you modify your argument in this way it will be much, much stronger than the 
argument you have been trying to put forward, which is easy to pull apart both 
empirically and theoretically. 

] have been referring to big capital rather than imperial or metropolitan capital. I 
think you very seriously underestimate the degree and the possiblity of capital 
accumulation taking place locally, with the curious result that although explicitly 
you throw out that dependency-under-development thesis, you inadvertently let 1 
may vee Ae backdoor. Let us take a few examples. On page 406 you say, ‘In ey 
A ee alae mk Nuerh an Wey One i mealthts 
Be totic fan ae India, Brazil). But with the rise of dag iit ‘oats 
eee cen Raper ent on international monopoly capital. he res ise 

ourgeoisie” could not develop the productive forces in 


* oa 
The Political Economy of Imperialism, Dan Wadada Nabudere. 
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countries On its own and consequently ended up serving monopoly interests of the 
financial oligarchies’. Here you could be saying one of two things. you may be 
saying that if the bourgeoisie of the countries were completely cut off from all other 
capital it would find it difficult or impossible to develop the productive forces. If so, 
then it is a banality, because what capital is not dependent on other capital in this 
sense, and also serves the interests of other capital at the same time? Commodity 
production, and therefore necessarily capitalist commodity production, is by its 
nature an interdependent system. But if you are arguing that such capital has no 
independence and has no option but to serve the interests of foreign capital, then 
you are wrong. Really big Indian capital (Tatas, Birlas, etc.) can bargain with 
European, American and Japanese capital both directly and through the state, and 
at times get the better of them; it can compete on equal terms internationally, get 
contracts in third countries at their expense, and so on. 

I think your argument is the latter, because you later state that “we have shown 
throughout our analysis that since the colony, semi-colony and neo-colony has no 
“national capital” of its own, or if it has any, it is very insignificant, if follows thata 
“national bourgeoisie”, whether private or public, is bound to be subservient to 
imperialism, since their “national industry” is objectively a part of monopoly 
enterprise in the sense that it serves it’, (p. 504). And again: ‘We assert that although 
this “national bourgeoisie” objectively serves monopoly interests, it nevertheless 
has a contradiction with imperialism and finance capital, because it is precisely this 
domination by finance capital that makes it impossible for it to emerge fully as a 
national bourgeoisie. This therefore is a subjective contradiction, because, as we 
maintain, historically no conditions exist for its emergence as such a bourgeoisie’. 
What these passages betray is a failure to conceptualise relations internal to the 
capitalist class, i.e., relations between one capital and another. All capital is 
objectively dependent on other capital, since no capital could exist without other 
capital. At the same time all capital has an objective contradiction with other 
capital one capitalist always kills many, as Marx says. There is nothing here that is 
peculiar to ‘national capital’, in ‘colonies, semi-colonies and neo-colonies’. 
Concepts like ‘subservient’, ‘domination’, etc., are more reminiscent of Samir Amin 
than Marx and do not really help us to understand the relations between different 
capitals. 

This last passage quoted refers to ‘subjective’ contradictions which do not 
correspond to any ‘objective’ contradictions and therefore spring, presumably, out 
of the heads of the ‘subservient’ capitalists. The same theory of ideology (or rather 
lack of such a theory) lies at the back of the following passage: ‘These forms of 
exploitation are objectively ascertainable and constitute the material reality with 
which we are concerned. The monopoly bourgeoisie, like their henchmen the petty 
bourgeoisies, are not interested in bringing out this reality to the people because this 
would expose them as an exploiting class’, (p. 400). Ideology is seen here as a 
Conscious deception, hence as something proceeding out of the evil brains of the 
bourgeoisie. What is lacking from this conception is a theory of fetishism, of the 
necessary transformation which takes place when the relations of capitalist 
Production are manifested in the world of phenomena (the value-form, the wage- 
form, etc. See esp. Marx’s Capital, Vol. 1, Chap. 1, section 4and the chapter on the 
wage-form; also the addenda to Part 3 of the “Theory of Surplus Value”). This 
Mystification therefore has objective causes and can be penetrated only by the use of 
Marx’s scientific method. The monopoly bourgeoisie and their petty-bourgeois 
henchmen are as much victims of it as the exploited masses—unless, that is, they 
Spend their spare time secretly studying Marx and applying his method of analysis! 

One final point. Your failure to examine anywhere the role of the Russian state 
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would seem to be pure opportunism to the Indian proletariat, forexamle, SINCE it js 
as much exploited by Russian ‘capital’ (let us call it that provisionally) as by any 
other — perhaps more so. But in order to understand that Russian role, you would 
not only have to be better equipped theoretically, but also you would have to takeg 
slightly more careful look at Russian history. Unless you have done that, you are 
wat really ina position to write an account of imperialism today. 

To sum up, then: your book gives the impression that you have studied Lenin on 
imperialism with some care, but using it as. a short-cut to a study of Marx’s Capita] 
rather than as a supplement. Thus many key concepts are either missing or misused 
in your analysis, and your formulations often have a non-Marxist ring. Going 
carefully through all three volumes of Capital before writing a book on imperialism 
may sound like a laborious way of doing things but, to quote Marx himself, “there is 
no royal road to science, and only those who do not dread the fatiguing climb of its 
steep paths have a chance of gaining its luminous summit’s—(Preface to the French 
edition). Maybe you could discuss this with Marc, since he seems to share some of 
your ideas, and perhaps also with Yash, since he seems to understand the necessity 
for a thorough grasp and careful use of Marxist categories. 

I hope you don’t think I have been hypercritical. The reason I have been so 
critical is that I was told you might publish it asa book, and it seemed a shame to let 
it be published without any improvements. And now that I have taken the trouble 
to write you my comments on your book, perhaps you will do the same for me and 
let me know your comments and criticisms of my manuscript. I am sure you will 
find much to criticise, but I] am interested to know how you do it, since you were 
absent from both the discussions. In any case, you may find some of the ideas there 

useful for your work, as also some of the ideas in my paper on Amin. | 


With fraternal greetings, 
Rohini 


P.S. Although I have not so far said so, I do think your project isa worthwhile one, 
and you have made a heroic attempt to tackle it! But that is all the more reason why 
you should make it as good as possible. 


A REPLY 


D.W. Nabudere 
Dear Rohini, 


J thank you for your letter I received a few days ago. | am sorry that during your 
stay I did not have the opportunity to talk to you. This was caused by circumstances 
beyond my control hence my inability to attend both your talks. 

1am glad that you took an early opportunity to comment on my manuscript. Tam 

also glad to hear that you did not accept my interventions with Mabmer | 

-Mamdani, author of Politics and Class Formation in Uganda, This debate be F 
continue for some time and is a healthy development which will enable us to ae he 
comprehend modern imperialism, and hopefully get away from the usual scholas 
sophistry of ‘neo-Marxist’ and Trotskyite writings. ae | 
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1. Having said this, I would like to say straight away that I find some of your own 
comments on my manuscript scholastic, too, running away from the essence of the 
problem of imperialism. Firstly, I do not believe I understand what your query 
about my statement on p. 383 of the manuscript is all about. It seems to me self- 
evident that whereas the old bourgeois revolution was characterised by mass 
involvement in the national movement by the peasantry, this is not the case with the 
bourgeois-democratic movements in the neo-colony, hence the historic role of the 
proletariat in providing leadership to other oppressed classes. This is not only self- 
evident from the analysis in the manuscript, if you care to read up to page 387, 
wherein reference is made to Stalin and Mao Tsetung, but more importantly the 
statement can be explained from Lenin’s analysis of the national question. It is also 
a historical fact. 

You will therefore agree that the discussion in these pages does not amount to 
mere assertions!! 

Secondly it seems to me that the inference you draw from my analysis on these 
pages has no relevance whatsoever to it. This is because you seem to infer from it (in 
which sense the analysis is not clear) the question of the intermediary role of other 
‘capitals’ between the petty-producers and ‘big capital’. I cannot see how your 
discussions of this question has any relevance to the analysis of the old and new 
democratic struggles, as discussed in the manuscript, and hence I am not replying to 
your comments on the intermediary role of other capitals in this connection. I deal 
with this question immediately below. 

2. The assertion made by you, Mahmood and a number of ‘neo-Marxists’, both 
at this (University) Hill and elsewhere, that merchant capital plays a mediatory role 
in circulation of commodities in the era of imperialism under monopoly capitalism 
is not new. Our thesis, which is based on Lenin’s definition and analysis of finance 
capital and the concrete manner in which finance capital operates in the colonial 
and neo-colonial countries, is not a matter open to mystification. I nowhere deny 
that petty traders, petty merchants and usurers do ‘mediate’ in the circulation of 
commodities, but what we demand is that you concretely analyse the manner in 
which this capital operates independently of finance capital and in which way it 
contradicts finance capital. 

The discussion in Marc’s seminar focuses finance capital on Kay’s book* (which I 
hope you have read) in which he maintains that it is ‘merchant capital’ at the service 
of ‘industrial capital’ which predominates in production in the neo-colony. Kay 
defines finance capital as ‘circulating capital’. It was this misconception that we 
were querying. It seems to us that when we are analysing a major movement like 
imperialism, it is unscientific to bring in side issues of no real significance. An 
analysis of a specific social formation was to investigate that extent to which 
‘merchant capital’ and other ‘small capitals’ mediate, although we would add a 
caveat: do not create capitals and then allocate ‘classes’ to them. ‘Class analysis 
based on such mental constructs are highly pedantic and unreal. 

3. You speak of the ‘possibility of capital accumulation taking place locally’. 
This also has not been denied. What we cannot accept is that such accumulation 
proceeds from circulation. Any accumulation from circulation can only bea hoard. 
Once the hoard enters into production it is then creating real accumulation, and 
here it is acting as finance capital, not as merchant capital. What we have 

maintained is that, in the era of finance capital, in which concentration of 
production and capital leads to elimination of trade between DN NS 
industries and the present era in which the transnational monopoly is increasingly 


* Development and underdevelopment: A Marxist Analysis, Geoffrey Kay. 
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integrated both vertically and horizontally, it 1S oe re talk of me 
capital. We hold that any capital accumulated locally which may form 
‘national capital’, being in this case the total capital of the total exploiting 
increasingly centralised and put to use by the fina neial oligarchy of the imperialist 
eae, the neo-colony. To this extent such ‘national capital’ becomes part of 
capitalist accumulation ona world scale, and ‘national capital’can be analysed and 
understood as such. An analysis of finance capital in the neo-colony is also an 
analysis of ‘national capital’ and of the classes that engage in its production ang 
appropriation. 

Your use of the word ‘big capital’ instead of ‘metropolitan or imperial! capital’ js 
not understood in view of Lenin’s concept of finance capital, and is indeed an 
effort on the part of many ‘neo-Marxists’ and Trotskyites to underplay Lenin’s 
analysis. Your reference to the Birlas and Tatas as being capable of competing ‘on 
equal terms’ with the monopolies is subjectivist and in fact contradicts your case of 
the interdependence of capital. Of course the Birlas will operate in the US and 
European markets and even exploit third countries, for example Tanzania. But 
they do so not as ‘Indian capital’ but as part and parcel of finance capital. This is 
evidenced by the fact that the most dynamic sector of Indian industry today is the 
one which operates on foreign monopoly licences and to which technology is ‘sold’. 
In fact, what is happening is that. because of the extreme form of present-day 
monopoly concentration, these licences, patents and other technological inputs are 
tied to exports of finance capital to India and are processes through which ‘Indian 
capital’ is centralised and put to use by the financial oligarchies. What therefore 
appear as Indian production and competition in world markets is finance capital in 
its global aspect and its reproduction and accumulation. That is why we maintain 
that your ‘conceptualisation’ of the Birlas, Tatas and whatever other ‘national 
bourgeoisie’ as having ‘independence’ and having ‘option’ not to ‘serve the interests 

of foreign capital’ is subjectivist; it does not accord with reality. 

Moreover this conceptualisation is unscientific and ahistorical because the rise of 
‘national bourgeoisies’ in history is not distinguished, as Lenin aptly points out in 
his Critical Remarks on the National Question. The rise of the English national 
bourgeoisie, which erects itself on the tomb of feudalism and brings itself up on the 
basis of a national and international markets, whose national capital is formed on 
the basis of internal and external primitive accumulation, and which leads an 
entirely transformed society, cannot be compared to a so-called Indian ‘national 
bourgeoisie’ which only arises under the armpit of finance capital, with no 
developed home market of its own, heading a lopsided economy and an 
untransformed society and which itself survives and operates so long as finance 
Capital exists in India. This is why we think you over-emphasize ‘the objective 
contradictions of capitals’ inter se. All capital has a basic unity and it is this unity 
which is of interest to us in analysing the principal contradiction between capital 
and labour on a world scale. Such analysis is only possible with Lenin’s concept ol 
finance capital. 

In our view, 
determinant in th 


chant 
Part of 
Class, is 


relations internal to the bourgeoisie are important but not 
€ struggles that we characterise as anti-imperialist. The intra-class 
struggles are united in their objective role of exploiting labour, These are therefore 
minor Or secondary contradictions which, nevertheless, the proletariat ought (0 
exploit. You are right however in pointing out that the words ‘subject’ 
contradiction’ might have the implication you indicate. Our point however isa vali 

One; it 1s that the aspiration of a ‘national bourgeoisie’ to develop a national capital 


independent of finance capital is historically out of the question in the colony, s°™" 
colony or neo-colony. 
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Thus words like subservient or domination must be understood in this context, 
and have no moral connotations that are reminiscent of Samir Amin. We do not 
accept the mere engagement in abstractions that are not related to reality by hiding 
behind the ‘pure categories’ with which Trotskyism and ‘neo-Marxism’ have recently 
become so fascinated since the appearance of the Grundrisse. We know that there is 
no field in which Trotskyism excels more than in ‘pure abstractions’ which result in 
sophistry and pedantic debates that have led to more hair-splitting than anything 
else. We can refer you to many passages in Capital and other writings where Marx 
uses words like “subjugation” or “domination”; similarly, Lenin. These are not 
reminiscent of Samir Amin. The context must be understood. Our attack on Aminis 
based on more than mere use of words; his whole analysis is eclectic and 
unscientific. It is petty bourgeois. 
4. Finally, we do not accept your unprincipled accusation that our work 1s 
opportunistic to the working class in India because it does nct deal with social- 
imperialism. First of all, it was never our purpose to do so, since our explicit aim 
was to restate Lenin’s thesis. We had not the time nor the rnaterial to grappie with 
the issue of social-imperialism --a phenomenon which is still evolving and an area on 
which not enough theoretical work has been done. I understand you have written 
on this issue and no doubt we shall learn from it. But that should be no excuse for 
imputing opportunism on our part. Any careful study of the manuscript will reveal 
our ideological position (despite your assertion of our lacking one), and the issue of 
social-imperialism will be adequately handled when the time for it comes. You 
would seem to imply by this criticism that social-imperialism exploits India 
‘perhaps more so’ than western imperialism. While we agree that social-imperialism 
is increasingly challenging western imperialism in India, we would not accept this 
implication. In our view, western imperialism under US-led finance capital still 
accounts for far more of the exploitation of the Indian working class than social- 
imperialism. 
Finally, while appreciating your comments very much we would like to say thata 
little more of the substance would have been even more helpful. We also detect an 
element of ‘aristocratic intellectualism’ which is alien to us and is most 


unacceptable. 
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FOOTNOTE TO A CONFUSED DEBATE 


Rohini Banaji 


Having been consistently attacked for years by authentic Tretskyites, I was amused 
to see nyself described as ‘the Trotskyite Rohini Banaji’in D.W. Nabudere’s ‘The 
Politics and Political Economy of Imperialism: A Reply’. I presume the cause of 
this reference is my ‘advocating the Trotskyist nonsense of ‘world revolution’ (see 
D.W. Nabudere, ‘A Caricature of Marxism-Leninism’). I will take this opportunity, 
therefore, of putting the record straight. 

To my knowledge, the first person to popularise all this ‘nonsense’ of ‘world 
revolution’ was a comrade by the name of Karl Marx, together with his 
collaborator, Frederick Engels. In Chapter I of The German Ideology, they 
explained how capitalism has created a class, the proletariat, whose interests in all 
countries are the same, and thus ‘has put world-historical, empirically universal 
individuals in place of local ones’. They went on to claim that the proletariat can 
thus only exist world-historically, just as communism, its activity, can only havea 
‘world-historical’ existence (p. 56). 

In conformity with this conception of communism as the world-historical activity 
of the proletariat they later, in The Communist Manifesto, issued the slogan: 
‘Workers of all countries, unite’! They even went to the extent of organising and 
taking up the leadership of the International Workingmen’s Association, also 
known as the First International. In The Civil War in France, Marx explained that: 


Our Association is, in fact, nothing but the international bond between the 
most advanced working men in the various countries of the civilized world. 
Wherever, in whatever shape, and under whatever conditions the class 
struggle obtains any consistency, it is but natural that members of our 
Association should stand in the foreground. The soil out of which it grows 1s 
modern society itself. It cannot be stamped out by any amount of carnage. To 
stamp it out, the Governments would have to stamp out the despotism of 
capitai over labour -the condition of their own parasitical existence (p. 98-9). 


The argument is quite simple. The development on a world scale of capitalist big 
industry, which is an inevitable result of the working of the laws of motion of 
capitalist production, objectively makes ‘each nation dependent on the revolutions 
of others’ (The German Ideology, p. 56) and thus creates anobjective bond between 
the working people of these countries. The most advanced and class-conscious © 
these workers become conscious of this objective inter-independence ~ this too, must 
inevitably occur ~ and form an international organisation. This international 
organisation is thus in the forefront of the working class struggle: it is the purest 
embodiment of communism, the ‘world-historical’ activity of the proletariat 
So much for Marx and Engels. After their death there were others who continued 
to propagate this “rubbish” about world revolution. Among them was Comrade 
V.I. Lenin. In the ‘Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky’ he wre 
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differently, He says: ‘The character of the war (whether it is reactionary or 
revolutionary) does not depend on where the attacked was, or in whose 
country the “enemy” is stationed; it depends on what class is waging the war, 
and of what politics this war is a continuation’. If the war is a reactionary, 
imperialist war, that is, if it is being waged by two world groups of the 
imperialist, rapacious, predatory, reactionary bourgeoisie, then every 
bourgeoisie (even of the smallest country) becomes a participant in the 
plunder, and my dutyasa representative of the revolutionary proletariat Is to 
prepare for the world proletarian revolution as only escape from the horrors 
of a world war. I must argue, not from the point of view of ‘my’ country (for 
that is the argument of a wretched, stupid, petty-bourgeols nationalist who 
does not realize that he is only a play thing in the hands of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie), but from the point of view of my share in the preparation, in the 

ropaganda, and in the acceleration of the world proletarian revolution (p. 


800), 


Lenin more than anyone else, was aware of the contradictions among different 
sections of the bourgeoisies, and especially those between the bourgeoisie of 
oppressed nations and the bourgeoisie of oppressor nations. Yet this did not 
obscure his consciousness of the inevitability, in the long term, of the primary 
contradiction in the world becoming that between the world proletariat and world 
bourgeoisie. It was this understanding of the long-term tendencies of capitalist 
development which led him to insist that ‘an’internationalist must appraise the war 
as a whole from the point of view of the world bourgeoisie and the world 
proletariat’. (p. 79). It was the same understanding which showed itself in his 
unremitting efforts to set up a Communist International after the collapse of the 
Second Internatioal into social chauvinism. To Lenin, who recognized the need for 
a revolutionary war by the proletarians of all countries, against the bourgeoisies of 
all countreis, it seemed self-evident that this ‘revolutionary’ war needed a united 
revolutionary leadership which would 


utilise the organizational experience and links of the working class so as to 
create illegal forms of struggle for socialism, forms appropriate toa period of 
crisis, and to unite the workers, not with the chauvinist bourgeoisie of their 
respective countries, but with the workers of all countries. 


Hence his firm conviction that ‘the proletarian International has not gone under 
will not go under. Notwithstanding all obstacles, the masses of the workers will 
create a new International’ (Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 23). 

It seems that, repugnant though the thought of world revolution might be to all 
those who retain the traces of petty bourgeois nationalist ideology, for 
revolutionary communists, on the contrary, it is simply taken for granted as one 
of the marks of distinction between scientific socialism and all forms of reactionary 
and utopian socialism. And in view of the extensive re-writing of history that has 
been undertaken precisely by such disguised nationalists, it is necessary to add here 
that comrades Rosa Luxemburg (one of ‘the best representatives of the world 
proletarian ‘International, of the unforgettable leaders of the world socialist 
revolution’ ~ V.I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 28, p. 434), and Leon Trotsky belong 
also to this tradition of communism revolutionaries. Whatever be their mistakes — 
and criticize them we must, since communists recognize no infallible popes — they 
lived and died in the struggle to bring about the proletarian-socialist world 
revolution, and no amount of vilification or distortion can prevent their memory 
being held in the highest honour in an authentically revolutionary working class 
movement. 4 

Taking all this into account, it does not seem unreasonable to conclude that 
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abandonment of the goal of world socialist revolution constitutes a fundamenta| 
revision of Marxism. Moreover, this abandonment of Marxist revolutionary 
practice is accompanied inevitably by an abandonment of the Marxist method. One 
striking component of the method adopted instead is its dogmatism. A Proposition 
is made, for example a national bourgeoisie cannot develop ina former colony. All 
phenomena that cannot be explained by the assertion are then simply ignored or 
deniéd in an ostrich-like fashion. The existence, for example, of the bourgeoisie of 
India, some of whose members stand among the largest capitalists of the world, 
which can compete internationally in techologically sophisticated manufactured 
products, which boasts a highly efficient and up-to-date bourgeois state apparatus 
and which is able to carry out an election fought on basic political issues is simply 
denied, as though denial of its existence will make it disappear. To our regret, 
matters are not so easy. however, if we now try to identify the source of this 
dogmatic assertion, we discover an element of empiricist impressionism. It does not 
at all follow from the laws of motion of capital as Marx described them that a 
national bourgeoisie should not develop in former colonies. On the contrary, 
according to Marx in The Communist Manifesto, The German Ideology and 
elsewhere, the tendency of capitalism is to produce the same conditions, the same 
class relations, the same state structures in all countries of the world. 

Where, then, does this ‘law’ come from? Its source is easily identifiable as a 
generalisation made on the basis of a knowledge of a limited number of ex-colonies 
examined over a limited period of time. Because a national bourgeoisie does not 
develop to any significant extent in these countries in this period of time, therefore it 
cannot ever develop in any such countries—that is the implicit reasoning behind 
this conclusion. Empirical observations of an impressionistic nature become the 
occasion of formulating a general law—the very opposite of what Marx described 
as the ‘scientifically correct method’, which is to ascend ‘from the simple relations, 
such as labour, division of labour, need, exchange value, to the level of the state, 
exchange between nations and the world market’. (Grundrisse, p. 101)., 

But if once we admit the possibility that new bourgeoisies can arise in the epoch 
of imperialism, are we not committed to arguing that it is possible to ‘roll back the 
concentrating, centralizing and internationalizing tendency of capitalism’ that 
Marx and Lenin talked about? (‘A Caricature of Marxism-Leninism’— Nabudere) 
Not at all. All we need in order to resolve this artificial contradiction is the notion of 
uneven development. The two processes occur side by side. Existing capital 
becomes more concentrated and centralized; at the same time new capitals springup 
where none existed before. Without such a process, it would be impossible to 
explain the emergence of the bourgeoisies of the US Australia and Japan, let alone 
those of the underdeveloped countries. This is so simple and obvious that it hardly 
needs to be stated. But the second point is that this capital, having emerged, 
becomes, at one level, part of world capital; at another, however, it competes with 
the other capitals which also constitute world capital. Let us see how Marx 
expresses it: ‘Competition merely expresses as real, posits as an external necessity, 

that which lies within the nature of capital; competition is nothing) more than the 
way in which the many capitals force the inherent determinants of capital upon one 
another and upon themselves’. ( Grundrisse, p. 651) Marx is not playing around 
here. On the contrary, he is evolving the only method by which he will be able to 
reproduce in thought the reality of capitalist production and he is able to bypass 
false contradictions of the nature: either finance capital or national capital, either 
centralization of capital or the creation of new capitals. — | 
Once we have resolved this false contradiction between finance capital and 
national capital, the false contradiction between world bourgeoisie and national 
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bourgeoisies also disappears. As Lenin pointed out, in an imperialist war the 
bourgeoisies even of the smallest nations participate in the plunder, likewise in 
times of peace, even the weakest and most embryonic bourgeoisie, inasmuch as it 
constitutes part of the world bourgeoisie, participates in the exploitation of the 
proletariat and semi-proletariat. This is not to deny the importance of 
contradictions between emergent national bourgeoisies and powerful metropolitan 
bourgeoisies, nor the role they may play in furthering the working class struggle. In 
situations where the working class can gain from the struggle of national 
bourgeoisie against other bourgeoisies, it may adopt a dual tactic, on the one hand 
participating in the immediate struggle alongside the bourgeoisie, on the other hand 
simultaneously organizing itself separately in order to struggle against this same 
bourgeoisie. The guiding thread of its activity must always be, however, what is the 
best strategy from the point of view of the world proletariat? What strategy will 
contribute most to the progress of the world revolution? One point should be made 
clear here. To struggle alongside the bourgeoisie is not the same as having an 
alliance with it. To have an anti-imperialist alliance with the ‘national’ bourgeoisie 
means necessarily having a programme which excludes the expropriation of its 
capital—since no bourgeoisie will participate in a struggle to expropriate itself. 
Such a programme is, thus formulated on the basis of class-collaboration with the 
national bourgeoisie. The classic example of this is the anti-imperialist programme 
of the revisionist, class-collaborationist, opportunist, ‘Communist’ Party of India, 
which despite its revolutionary rhetoric is forced, by the logic of its position, to trail 
behind the bourgeoisie. It is one indication of the more advanced character of the 
class struggle in India that this old revisionist strategy has there already been 
decisively rejected by the working masses, while in East Africa it is still being served 
up as something original and revolutionary. 

Let us take one more example. To the proposition that: ‘Peasants are not 
transformed into proletarians. The peasant doesn’t sell his labour-power, he sells 
his product’, is counterposed by the proposition that: ‘his so-called under-valued 
price of the product is no more than a wage paid for his labour... This is-how a 
capital-labour relation exists at this level of articulation of the labour process’. 
Since an absolute contradiction is seen between these two, it must be because the 
peasant is regarded in the first proposition as a petty-bourgeois producer, in the 
second as a wage-labour—either wage labour or no wage labour. Yet, as we all 
know, the process of primitive accumulation consists precisely in the separation of 
the petty producers from their means of production. This isa protracted process by 
which a gradual quantitative separation from the means of production becomes ata 
certain point a qualitative transformation from petty bourgeois to proletariat. 
What is the situation in the process of transition? Obviously, so long as we stick to 
the rigid categories of wage labour or not wage labour, being or not being, we 
cannot grasp the process of becoming, the coming into being of wage labour. The 
point about the poor peasant in this situation is that he is neither a petty bourgeois 
nor a proletarian, or, to put it another way, is both a petty-bourgeois and a 
proletarian; in other words, a semi-proletarian. The process of proletarianization, 
of transition, is impossible to grasp so long as we think in terms of rigid oppositions; 
problems appear which simply cannot be resolved. The inevitable result his an 
utterly confused and confusing debate. Because the conditions for its own 
resolution do not lie within it, the debate inevitably degenerates into bitterness and 
Sectarianism, Instead of leading to greater clarity, it leads to greater confusion; 
stead of leading to unity on a higher plane, it leads to fragmentation and 
disintegration; instead of laying the basis for a revolutionary strategy, it gives 
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impression that no strategy is possible where the concrete situation itself is so 
unclear. é 

In another paper (‘The Historical Necessity of the Platform’) we have tried to 
explain why this situation of sterile debate, sectarianism and fragmentation prevails 
in the left today on an international scale. That situation is explained, like the 
widespread prevalence on the left of disguised firms of nationalist ideology, by the 
objective conditions of capitalist expansion ona world scale, which is not beginning 
to come up agains. .‘s own barriers. However, we argue there that the situation does 
not by any means call for gloom and despair. For the very condition which lead to 
the disintegration and disarray of the traditional leftist currents are the conditions 
for the rebirth of an authentic Marxist revolutionary tradition. And in order to 
become part of this historic process of regeneration, comrades must make the effort 
to reappropriate Marx’s dialectical method. This is not an intellectual luxury which 
they can afford to bypass. It is the crucial weapon which alone enables the 
elaboration of a critique both of all forms of bourgeois theory and of bourgeois 
society itself. And this critique, let us remember, is not merely theoretical. 


The question whether objective truth can be attributed to human thinking is 
not a question of theory but is a practical question. Man must prove the 
truth, i.e. the reality and power, the thissidedness of his thinking, in practice. 
The dispute over the reality or non-reality of thinking that is isolated from 
practice is a purely scholastic question. (Marx, Theses on Ferbach, 11). 


By this criterion, the ‘dispute’ which has been going on in the University (of Dares 
Salaam) left is surely scholastic through and through, and will remain so until the 
ideas expressed are concretized into strategy and attempts are made to prove their 
truth, their reality and power, their this-sidedness, in practice. Apart from practice, 
it is possible to set up and knock down theories by the dozen, but with no possibility 
of making judgements as to their objective truth. Hence the significance of 
‘revolutionary’, of ‘practical-critical’ activity. (Marx, Thesis on Ferbach, 1). 
‘Marxist’ intellectuals have spent too long contemplating the world. Let them try, 


now, to change it. 
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